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ABSTRACT 
The object of this study is to provide a detailed account of the life 
of the artist Clarkson Stanfield, with particular reference to his 
career as a theatrical and panoramic scene-painter. This is attempted 
taking three related approaches. The first aims to provide a personal 
biography, covering Stanfield's background and early life in particular, 
and also showing his family connection with the stage. The second 
approach aims to establish the professional context in which he worked; 
who his contemporaries, associates and rivals were and the nature of the 
theatrical and artistic fields in which he and they were involved. The 
third area of the study is broadly technical; it examines, *as far as 
possible, the physical structures of examples of Stanfield's scenery 
and looks at his artistic style and methods, again with particular 
reference to his capacities as a stage painter. 
Much of the work is based on unpublished MS material and on the collated 
evidence of printed ephemera. There are two volumes; the first comprises 
seven chapters in a broadly chronological division, each subdivided to 
cover particular aspects of Stanfield's life and work within the wider 
period. Chapter 6 discusses his artistic style independently of this 
sequence. Six appendices reproduce source material related to the text, 
including a classified inventory of Stanfield's total scenic output. 
The second volume contains seventy-nine plates illustrating the main 
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THE LIFE AND THEATRICAL CAREER OF 
CLARIi. 50N STANFIELD 
(1793-1867) 
INTRMUCTION 
"No detailed biography of Stanfield 
has yet been written... He wrote but 
" few letters and as far as I can learn 
kept no record of his life. It has 
therefore been difficult to gather 
even these few particulars respectt g 
C Mrs Charles Heaton, in Cunningham's 
British Painters, 1880", vol. 3, p. 336. ) 
The name of Clarkson Stanfield, seaman, theatrical scene-painter and 
Royal Academician runs through three familiar but separate areas of 
the history of his time. 
Personally he is perhaps most easily recognised, by students of the 
Dickens circle., in which his burly middle-aged figure rolls into view 
bringing imperturbable good humour and the tang of scene-paint and 
salt Mater. To specialists in early Victorian painting his works 
are a ]mown and important feature in the main stream of picturesque 
marine and landscape art; to the theatrical historian his name is 
almost a talisman for surpassing excellence of scene-painting in a 
century which, to borrow Allardyce Nicoll's phrase, teems with great 
scene-painters. 
S tanfield's artistic activities and associations were wide. His 
contemporaries considered him one of the great painters of his day, 
both on and off the stage, and he was a welcome presence in the best 
of circles, * artistic, literary or simply socially influential. 
Yet apart from brief entries in biographical and artistic dictionaries 
we know almost nothing of the man. His vast easel output has received 
only slight critical attention since his death; his scenic work has 
vanished leaving only a massive reputation which, though often 
reverentially alluded to, bas been neither much questioned nor examined. 
As for simple knowledge of his life, Mrs Heaton's slightly plaintive- 
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assessment of the 1880 situation, given above, remains substantially 
true nearly a century later. 
It is the purpose of this study to supply some of these deficiencies, 
to give an account of Stanfield's personal and professional life and 
to examine in particular his career as a theatrical and panoramic 
scene-painter. 
This task has been attempted taking three connected lines of approach. 
The first aim has been simply biographical; that of providing a 
detailed account of Stanfield's life and career up to his retirement 
from Drury Lane at Christmas 1834 and covering the period thereafter 
in a more summary fashion. 
The study has also a more general purpose and method, in attempting 
to recreate the context of theatrical and artistic social history 
within which a man like Stanfield should be viewed. This is done 
less with regard to. fixing his position in an aesthetic perspective 
of British painting, scenic or otherwise, than with the aim of 
understanding the nature of the direct. circumstances in which he 
worked, his relationship to colleagues, friends and rivals and his 
developing position in terms of public attitudes to his output. 
Historically, scenic art was never as highly regarded in England as 
on the continent. in the eighteenth century, however, if only because 
of its fashionable operatic connections and eminent practitioners, 
(many Italian ), little fundamental distinction was drawn between a 
good scenic artist and a good easel painter; they were often the 
same people. This was no longer the situation which prevailed when 
Stanfield entered the arena; in the eyes of his contemporaries his 
principal achievement was (to coin a phrase) "bringing scene-painting 
up to Art", a judgement-"which reflects both on the existence and the 
nature of the divorce which bad developed between the two branches at 
the beginning of the new century. 
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The causes of this split, social as much as'artistic, are beyond 
our'scope but it is necessary to acknowledge its existence; for it 
is only by examining to some degree the current situations of both 
areas at the points Stanfield impinged on them, that we can observe 
the way his success in each forged a new link between them. 
Understanding this'will in turn show the degree to which his double 
career was extraordinary, in a period when both theatre and gallery 
could separately boast many remarkable and influential artists. 
The third aspect of the work is technical and stylistic. No general 
attempt has been made to recapitulate the nature of nineteenth 
century stage scenery or the methods of painting it; sources for 
this are available elsewhere. Rather more information is however 
supplied on the less well-known fields of panorama and diorama, as 
background for detailed discussion of Stanfield's work in these 
forms. In considering items of Stanfield's scenery and of his 
panoramic work, the aim has been to recreate on paper and using 
such illustrations as exist, some of the most important examples 
of his vanished output both in terms of their subjects and structures. 
This approach has of necessity not excluded speculation but where this 
occurs its presence has been made clear. 
In a biographical and theatrical study it is perhaps unnecessary to 
say that no catalogue raisonne of Stanfield's easel work is included. 
It should also be acknowledged that such consideration as is given to 
his easel art is of a fairly summary nature and is included 
principally to explain the course of his general success and to 
illuminate his theatrical style, as revealed by critical comment and 
the surviving fragments of his design work. It will nonetheless be 
clear that an underlying assumption of this research has been a belief 
in the basic indivisibility of the artist's work, however varied his 
outlets; consequently a large amount of Stanfield's easel painting 
has been sought out, from which the examples included here have been 
judged the best suited to do justice to their creator and to the main 
purposes of the study. 
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With a subject whose activities were as varied and interrelated as 
Stanfield's, the question of treatment presents some problems. A 
simple chronological approach is inadequate, if only because it 
leads to tedium and confusion. On the other band, an approach 
by rigidly defined areas creates artificial divisions which are 
inappropriate to the need to see the artists life as an interrelated 
whole. A compromise has therefore been attempted here; the 
treatment is broads chronologieal. with divisions drawn between 
areas of Stanfield's general biography, his principal work in the 
London and provincial theatres, and the various aspects of his 
extra-theatrical work, panoramic or otherwise. The divisions, 
large and small, have been taken as a guide rather than a rule 
but where overlaps of chronology occur repetition has hopefully been 
avoided. 
The arrangement is briefly as follows; 
Chapter 1, gives an account of Stanfield's origins, outlining what 
is known of his father James Field Stanfield and family and following 
his own life up to the point at which he left the sea in 1816. 
Cba r 2, covers his work in the London minor theatres, his earliest 
exhibited easel works, the circumstances of his meeting David Roberts 
in Scotland and the engagement of both at Drury lane in 1822. 
Chapter, chronicles his work under Elliston, (1823-26). It also 
gives a scenically oriented account of the patent house backstage, 
principally in terms of Drury lane's human resources and the rival 
scenic influence exercised by the Grieves at Covent Garden. 
Chapter k, deals with his various activities outside Drury law in 
the 1820's. His early artistio. cirele is described, His earliest 
theatrical diorama., mentioned in Chapter 3, is analysed through an 
examination of its revival at Birmingham, (1824). His first 
important foreign tour (1824) is summarised. The success of some of 
his early easel work is outlined and attention is given to his first 
work for topographical engraving and the circle. in which this took 
place. His involvement with the "Sketching Society" is noted. His 
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non-theatrical panoramic work for J. B. Iaidlaw (1824-27) and his 
stationary dioramas (the "Poeciloraa" and work for Themas Hamlet, 
1826-30) are covered in ss+pnrate sections. 
Cha r 5, returns to his operations at Drury Lane. It begins with 
a quantitative assessment of his output, (1823-34), deals with his 
general scenic work (1826-33) and then gives a fairly detailed account 
of his great pantomime dioramas of that period. 
Chapter 6, is a discussion of his artistic style, first in general 
terms then as regards scenery, with a brief note on aspects of his 
use of scenic colour. 
Chapter 7, follows the circumstances leading to his resignation from 
Drury Lane at Cbriatnas 1834 and his election to the Academy. It 
then deals with aspects of his work for and relationship with Macready, 
notes his friendship with Dickens and takes his general biography on 
to his death in 1867. The concluding section summarizes his scenic 
achievement. 
The Appendices which follow are referred to throughout the text and 
provide ancillary factual material, including as complete an inventory 
of his scenic output as can be obtained. There is also a short note 
on and transcript of, his evidence before the Select Committee on 
the National Gallery (1853). Though extraneous to the in study this 
long overlooked record has"an incidental biographical value in showing 
some of his general opinions on easel art, as well as allowing him to 
describe various techniques which he employed in that area. 
The Sources used are given last, while all the Plates with which the 
text is illustrated (save for the frontispiece here) are included in 
Volume 2. As considerable reference is made to the illustrations, 
particularly in Chapter 6, this arrangement has been judged likely 
to be most convenient to the reader. 
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"Diorama" etc. 
The terms "diorama", "moving diorama" and %oving panorama" are 
almost synonymous when applied in contemporary sources to theatrical 
spectacles of broadly panoramic type. While in theory the last 
implies the use of opaque painting only, it is clear that many such 
"panoramas" had the "dioramic" transparencies and/or mechanical 
adjuncts of the other devices. In what follows "diorama", when 
not used adjectivally or in specific cases, generally denotes 
moving theatrical spectacles; "panorama" is similarly applied to 
the exhibition hall varieties. "The Diorama", when not used in 
quotations, refers to Daguerre's exhibition in Regent's Park. 
Short titles 
These are generally self-explanatory. In one or two cases, where a 
work is in whole or part an edited text, the title is keyed to the 
original author. For example, Ballantine's Life of Roberts. partly 
based on Roberts' writings, appears as "Roberts, Life"; Toynbee's 
edition of Macready's diaries and the Nelson and Cross edition 
of Winston's journal are similarly treated (i. e. as "Macready, Diaries". --tr.. 
and "Winston, Journal"). 
Where diaries, journals and minutes either unpublished or printed, 
are quoted, the footnote reference is by volume (if relevant) and date. 
This is -partly to maintain consistency but largely due to the writer's 
preference for known historical fact over bibliographical abstraction; 
experience shows that the presence of the date often obviates the 
need to find the reference. Daily and weekly newspapers with regular 
review colunais are referred to by date only; magazines and journals 
by volume, date or part, and page number. The varied and s oaetimes 
erratic numbering systems of some of the older journals has led to 




THE sTANFIELDS, THE STAGE AND THE SEA 
"To trace the actions of our fellow 
mortals up to their sources, to degpiher 
their motives, discover their ends and 
examine the obliquity or rectitude of 
the means they used, will ever afford 
the mind a high degree of satisfaction. " 
(J. F. Stanfield, Life of Howard, 1790) 
1.1. The elusive youth of James Field Stanfield 17L9-77. 
When in 1973 the Society for Theatre Research published an index to 
Tate Wilkinson's Wandering Patentee, it did slightly more than ease 
access to an important account of an eighteenth century circuit, 
The index's enormous list of names, plays, places and occupations, 
is in itself a reminder of the jungle of northern dramatic activity 
in which Wilkinsonts outposts around York were-oases of relative 
civilisation and his record of their operations an exception to the 
norm. - 
For the rest - the booths at race meetings, stands in country barns, 
poor strollers and Crusmiles-like' expedients, the erratic nature of 
surviving sources makes it unlikely that a comprehensive picture 
could easily be painted. However it is in this confused and largely 
unrecorded world that Clarkson Stanfield's origins lie and the earliest 
influences both on his character and his theatrical career can be 
traced. 
His father, James Field Stanfield, was a man about whom early evidence 
is obscure if not contradictory. He was born in Dublin in 1749 of 
undiscoverable parentage and educated in France to enter the Catholic 
Priesthood; 1 the name Stanfield is not Irish in origin nor is it common 
in England, 2 but the presence of a priest, Francis Stanfield at Douai 
1. Unfinished"M5 memoir of Clarkson Stanfield by his son Field (1844-1905), 
(hereafter, Field Stanfield NS), f. l. 
2. Stansfield is a more usual form; James alone'signs his name "Stanffield't(not apparently an antique tlsf "). 
2. 
in the 1760'x, may indicate some family connection already 
established in the Church. 
1 Where James himself trained is 
unknown, perhaps the principal Irish seminary, that at Paris, 
of which no relevant records survive. 
The principal benefit James gained from this training was a 
fluent knowledge of Iatin; this in turn led him to a life-long 
enthusiasm for the philosophy of Francis Bacon which his later 
literary friends considered remarkable. James Tate, the master 
of Richmond School noted its "profoundness ... and its zeal", "2 
George Wilson Meadley, the biographer of Paley, reporting the 
impression the Novum Orßanum had made on the professor of philosophy 
at Edinburgh, Dugald Stewart (another of StanfieldIs acquaintance), 
told James that "a popular view of the Physical and Moral Sciences 
is a literary desideratum... I am glad therefore, that chiefly by 
your advice I had not been inattentive to it... "3. The fair 
opinion of these influential men was to stand James Stanfield in 
good stead in trying times. 
Bacon, "the genius of empiricism incarnate", iconoclastic and 
experimental was certainly a figure for the Age of Reason but 
hardly the teacher to whom a candidate for the Catholic priesthood 
should have adhered. 
It is not surprising then that at an unknown date but presumably 
around 1770, James left the seminary and almost certainly lapsed 
from the Catholic faith. He went to sea as a common sailor and 
subsequently claimed to have visited almost all parts of Europe, 
the West Indies and North America: ' 
1. He appears for example in P. R. Harris (ed. ), Douai College 
Documents 1694-1785, Proa. Catholic Record Soc., vol. 63 (London 1972). I am grateful to Frs. G. Anstrutherand L. Swords for 
correspondence regarding Irish seminarists abroad. 
2. James Tate to CS, 21st May 1832. 
3. G. W. Meadley to JFS, 4th Jan. 1810. 
4. J. F. Stanfield, The Guinea Voyage, aim 5p. 1-442 .. to which 
are added Observations on a Voyage to the Coast of Africa 
p" 45-77 , 2nd ed , Edinburgh 1807), - P. 3. 
3. 
Of his many travels, there exists his oven highly coloured record 
of only one of his voyages - probably the last - which was from 
Liverpool to Benin in West Africa to take slaves; the date of 
this expedition, given not in his account but elsewhere in his 
miscellaneous writings, was 1776.1 
James Stanfield's Observations on a Guinea Voyage in a series of 
Letters to Thomas Clarloon A. M. (1788) records his'eaperienoe of 
an undoubtedly infamous trade in terms whioh at times border on 
the melodramutio - by turns acousatory, bloody, ' sentimental, full 
of justifiable indignation and remembered ills. This is not to 
deny that it is also a well observed and powerful specimen of 
Abolitionist literature, "not compiled from the patient'and 
laborious stores of collected evidence; but... warm from a heart 
that has felt the miseries it describes, and from a recollection 
that still smarts with the barbarities it has witnessed. 112 
These claims apart, and as well as the value of such a rare record 
of a trade from which few returned to tell the tale, historians 
of slavery express caution in accepting James's version too 
readily; 
3 for it contains many inconsistencies, the principal of 
which is the question of how so intelligent a man became involved 
in a business which he knew bad every likelihood of proving fatal. 
Save for'putting as creditable a complexion as possible on their 
author's actions, the otherwise graphic Observations neatly avoid 
reference to his own motivations and his exact role in the enterprise. 
James's participation may have sprung from nothing worse than poverty 
and a youthful sense of adventure but if he imagined the Trade would 
relieve the one or satisfy the other he was swiftly disabused; he 
was one of only three of those who set out who survived to reach 
Liverpool again. On his return he remained there for some time 
1. Freemason's Magazine, vol. iv, April 1795, p. 273. 
2.02-cit. (18o7ed), P"77. For a summary of the Observations see 
Appendix I(A). 
3. Daniel P. Mannix and Malcolm Cowley, Black Cargoes ... (New York 




managing "all the little accounts" of bis dead shipmates and was 
greatly surprised to receive but four enquiries after any of them. 1 
He then totally disappears leaving several tantalising question marks 
over his nautical career as a whole. 
In particular, his friend Thomas Bell noted that among his travels 
James became a prisoner in the American War of Independence (1776-83). 2 
By internal evidence this does not seem to have been during the time- 
of the Guinea Voyage and like many of the discrepancies raised in 
that account his supposed imprisonment is also unverifiable. 
James Stanfield's translation from sea to stage appears even less 
accountable than his earlier departure from the seminary, and 
involves considerable conflicts of evidence. The maxim= length 
of a Guinea voyage would be about two years ani the earliest possible 
starting date for James's is 17751 Bell gives 1777 which on balance 
with James's own statement of 1776 gives a maximum spread of three 
years in which it could have occurred. 
However, the historians of the Manchester theatre point to a 
"Mr and Mrs Stanfield" performing there with Sarah Siddons and 
John Philip Kemble in 1777.3 Their assertion that these Stanfields 
were "the parents of Clarkson Stanfield" is certainly wrong in that 
the marriage of which Clarkson was a child did not occur until 1785; 
it was also, as far as we know, James's first. There is nonetheless 
no doubt that a Mr and Mrs Stanfield appeared in the Manchester 
Theatre Royal from 11th February until 21st March 1777 and that the 
company included the Inchbalds, Bates and Cawdell - with the last of 
whom in particular James was later to have a long association. 4 
Further, we have James's assertion, backed by Bell, that he acted 
at the Theatres Royal, Bath, Bristol and Manchester; 5the claim can 
1. Observations, p. 49. 
2. Unsigned MS notes on the flyleaf of the Sunderland Library copy of The Guinea Voyage identified as by Bell by the Librarian, E. W. Kirtley, 
Bell. VS. ). 
3. j. LL jodgkinson and R. T. Pogscn, The Early Manchester Theatie, (London 
p. 89. 
4. Adverts., in The Manchester Mercury, Manchester City Reference Lib. 
5. Advert., *for his composition and elocution classes in The Edinburgh Evening Courant, 12th March 1814; cf. Bell MS. 
5" 
be substantiated for Bath, where he performed from September 1782 
to July 1783 and, on grounds of proximity, is credible for Bristol. 
1 
There is however no clear period in the rest of his career when a 
Manchester engagement could have been accommodated. 
It is clear from James Tates short correspondence with Clarkson Stanfield 
that the latter had little knowledge of his father's past; James may 
have had marital or other matters to conceal -a motive which could 
also account for his own entanglement in a slaving voyage, 
"Same few the voluntary woe embrace 2 
Sore from false friends or undeserv'd disgrace" 
but the constriction between the known dates seems too tight to 
make giere deceit a conclusive explanation. If concealment, accidental 
or otherwise, is discounted the only possibility which remains is 
that the Stanfields at Manchester represent a simple coincidence of 
names, or (bearing in mind the Cawdell connection) James's own parents. 
Such conclusions remain hypothetical. 
1.2. Masonry and acting 1781-95..,. 
The first date for which James can definitely be pinned down is the 
31st October 1781, when he received his Certificate of Mas on y 8t 
an unnamed lodge which met at the Bell Inn, Fleet St., 
3 A11 sources 
agree that James "paid some considerable attention to the Science of 
Freemasonry "4 through the rest of his life, Tate even going so far 
as to call him a "great man" in the field. 
The rapid expansion of English Masonry from the formation of the 
Grate Lodge of London in 1717 was a development in the rational 
enlightenment of the century, recommending itself to many intelligent 
men by a philosophy tending to natural religion, free thinking and 
an ideal of universal brotherhood. For anyone who had to travel - 
and actors were among those who contributed to the spread of the 
"science" - Masonry had practical advantages and at a time when 
public affirmations of Masonic loyalty were common one such manifestation was 
1. Arnold Hare (ed. ), The R oval Path Theatre A Calendar of Performances... 
1750-18 
, 
o5, (Bath 1977), P-65. 
2. Guinea Voyage, p. 3. 
3, Thomas 01man Todd, History of the Phoenix Lodge, No. 9k., 
(Sunderland 1906), . 
4. Bell M. 
6. 
the readiness of the Lodges, very evident in James's career, to 
sponsor benefit nights for actors of the brotherhood. 
1 
James evidently bad a particular affinity for Masonry expressed in 
the many masonic songs which he composed with such titles as 
"The Royal Arch", "The Call to Refreshment" and "Friendship and 
Love". 2 The ritual element in Masonry may not only have appealed 
to the serious and rather pedantically learned side of his character 
but also seems likely to have filled a vacuum left by his abandonment 
of Catholicism; his becoming a Mason is itself evidence for lapse 
if not apostasy, for two Papal bulls of 1738 and 1751 had proscribed 
the brotherhood for anyone of the Catholic communion. 
3 
James certainly was a religious man; the evidence for the direction 
of his sympathies points if anywhere towards low Anglicanism - 
Clarkson, Tate, the Quakers, were all people for whom he bad great 
regard and they to varying degrees for him; thorn of his children 
for whom baptismal records are located, his own marriage (though 
this could hardly be avoided) and his burial are found in-the Church 
of England. 
4 
James seems to have spent some time in London both before his 
Guinea Voyage and in 1781, beginning there in that year a journal 
5 
which unfortunately has not survived. On the last day of the year 
however, he appears to have performed further north, as the Player 
1.25th Nov. 1799, a performance by the Stanfield company of 
She Stoops to Conquer before the Phoenix Lodge in Phoenix Hall, 
Sunderland, PB, William Waples Lib., Grand Prov. Lodge of Durham, 
3'ld); "For the Benefit of Mr and Mrs Stanfield By desire of ... The Northumberland Lodge of Freemasons"... (Alnwick, 20th Jan. 1808, 
PB BL 270). 
2. For a list of James's writings see Appendix I (B). 
3. Paul Hazard (trans. J. L. May), European Thought in the Eighteenth 
Century, (Pelican ed., 1965), pp. 291-2. 
4. James Corder in his index (Corder N6, Sunderland Lib. ) to the 
Sunderland Parish Registers, mentions only two of his children, 
Charlotte and Elizabeth, baptised 14th March 1811 at Holy Trinity 
Church. For genealogies of the Stanfield family see Appendix VI. 
5. ; FS to Mary Stanfield at Edinburgh, 16th March 1817, requiring 
her, to secure his journals esp., "Attachments and Friendships 
in. ) nner of a Diary, London 1781"; none now located.,. 
7. 
King in Hamlet at Liobfield1 - again a venue at which a claim for his 
appearance was made by Bell. The town did not at that time have a 
regular theatre but was one of the stops on the extended circuit 
played by the company of the eccentric John Boles Watson the Elder 
(17'9? -1813). 
Watson was also an Irishmen, of Quaker parentage, who when young had 
been a close companion to John Phillip Kemble and an accomplice In 
some of the latter's youthful escapades. He had finally settled 
in Cheltenham where, for over forty years up to his death, he 
owned and managed the theatre and other property in the town; 
he was also sometime proprietor of theatres at Gloucester, Hereford, 
Brecon, Cirencester, Warwick, Lichfield and Coventry and performed 
at Stroud and Tewkesbury. 
2 
Watson's first wife having died he married a widow, Mrs Henrietta Brown, 
on 18th October 1785 at St. Gregory's Pariah Church, Cheltenham. In 
the register there the signature "J. F. 3taaffield"appears as a third 
witness to the necessary two. A week later on the 25th, Stanfield 
himself was married in the church to Miss Nary Hoad of Cheltenham; 
of her history to that point nothing is known but if she was not 
already an actress she became one very shortly after the marriage. 
None of Watson's playbills have emerged to add any further information, 
but presumably Stanfield was performing on the Cheltenham circuit; 
the engagement was not continuous since, as we have noted, he was 
at Bath in the season of 1782-83 and probably at Bristol. Nonetheless, 
he was evidently known to Watson at Cheltenham and courting a wife 
implies something more than s fleeting residence there. 
From this time the Stanfields' movements shift permanently northward 
and become easier to track., (see m'ap, p. 8, and Appendix II) e On the 
7th October 1786 James made his debut on Tate Wilkinson's circuit at 
Doncaster, as Sir Francis Wronghead in The Provok'd Husband. The 
company went to Hull on the 31st and returned to York on the 
25th January where he played Malvil in Know your own Mind with (as 
1. Lichfield, 31st Dec. 1781, PB BL 292; "Mr Stanfield" as the 
Player King in Hamlet and Second Gentleman in The Jubilee. 
2. Theodore Hamm Clark, Drama in Gloucestershire, (Gloucester and 
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at Hull) Mrs Stanfield as Madame La Rouge 
1 It is to Wilkinson 
that ve owe the only assessment of Stanfield as an actor; 
"he was (and is)", wrote the Patentee, "a 
performer of astounding abilities as to 
quickness of study. Indeed I bad instances, 
almost would be termed impossible, were they 
numerated. He was bred a sailor, has strong 
talents for poetry, aal is what an English 
tar should be, a men of bravery, and that aided 
by marks of strong genius and good understanding; 
but nature has not been partial to him, for I 
think at a wager, even Tate Wilkinson (wham his 
friend Stephen Kemble has pronounced the ugliest 
mein he ever saw) might, on ballot stand a chance 
for §n odd ball as being the handsomer of the 
two" (Pl. I). 
James's poetic genius certainly had chances for exercise on the 
stage. A bill from Hull on 6th January 17873 provides the first 
mention of his performing "his Masonic Song", in this case unnamed, 
but or* of the many Masonic and comical for which he was noted. He 
had already been even more ambitious the previous year while at York 
in turning out a two-act comic opera, The Fishers, though where 
is 4 it was performed is =known and it was certainly not printed. 
1 1. Such efforts were however only the lighter side of his literary 
aspirations, for by 1787 he was already producing the first of his 
two Abolitionist works - the Observations - which immediately brought 
him to the attention of the most indefatigable anti-slavery lobbyist, 
the Rev. Thomas Clarkson, to whom they were addressed, and whose 
Committee ordered the publication of the work in an edition of 
3,000 copies5. It appeared in good company, simultaneously with 
Ciarkson's own Essay on the Impolicy of the African Slave Trade; the 
1. P26, York Minster Lib. 
2. Tate Wilkinson, The Wandering Patentee,... (4 vols., York 1795), 
vol. 3, pp. 21-2. 
3. PB, York Minster Lib. 
4. David Erskine Baker, Biographia Dramatica, (2nd ed., 2 vols., 
London 1812), vol. 2, p. 241. 
5. Thomas Clarkson, The History of The Abolition of the Slave 
Trade, ( 2 vols., London 108), vol. 1, p. 498. 
10. 
Monthly Review commenting on the powerful impact of Stanfield's 
writing Pound him to be a man of character, edmoticst and sentiment, 
much superior to the station of a common mariner"l - the erstwhile 
profession which with a publicist's eye to providing authentic 
appeal, he had advertised on the title page. 
His long poem "in three books" The Guinea Voyage, an even more 
horrific representation of the Trade in the style of Falconer's 
popular Shipwreck - and again probably deliberately so since both 
men were sailors - was published the following year, 1789, and 
attracted equal attention. The Monthly Review this time printed a 
long and thoroughly representative extract with its critique, in 
which both the author's zeal and poetic skill were praised though 
as with Falconer, history has failed to uphold the latter judgement. 
2 
James was particularly proud when his efforts led to his being called 
to appear before a Committee of the Commons investigating the 
Slave trade but, as with cwt other witnesses gathered by Clarkson's 
zeal he either did not in the event testify or the record is lost - 
a circumstance which from a biographical point of view is unfortunate. 
3 
His engagement with Wilkinson ended at York on 25th May 1787; he 
then joined the Harrogate and Beverley circuit of Samuel Butler the 
Elder (1750? -1812) with whom his first known appearance was at the 
latter town in May 1788. " Butler opened a new theatre at Harrogate 
in August that year where both James and his wife performed; he 
bad at the same time been building a new theatre, that which still 
survives, on a site adjoining the Quaker meeting house at Richmond, 
Yorkshire. When on the 2nd September the Richmond Theatre opened 
with two new pieces (Colman's Inkle and Yarico and Mrs Inobbald's 
The Midnight Hour) the programme began with a prologue by Mr Stanfield 
1. op. cit., vol. lxxix. (1788), P"71. 
2. op. cit., vol. IxxxiJ0(1789), pp. 277-9. 
3. M3 mlemoir of David Roberta (hereafter, Roberts M3ý), ff. 197-8; from a 
photooopy in the Guildhall Library, London (BR 643). 
4. T. Sheppard, The Evolution of the Drama in Hull and District. (Hull 1927), p. 151. 
ii. 
delivered by Butler. 1 It was at, this time that James met the young 
James Tate, to whose friendship he later had some cause to be 
grateful an to whose regard for his memory we owe many details of 
his life. 2 
From his short engagement with Butler, Stanfield passed on to 
what was perhaps the seoood most important circuit in the north 
after Wilkinson's, that of James Caudell and his uncle Thomas Bates 
whom we have already briefly met at Manchester. Bates bad appeared 
about 1764, running a circuit in which the principal stops were 
Newcastle, Sunderland, Durham, Alnwick and Whitby. He finally 
retired in 1790 but by 1783 he had, to a large extent passed control 
of his interests to his nephew. Cawdell had had control of the 
Scarborough Theatre from the late 1770's and now incorporated it 
into the circuit. He was an extroverted and competent figure, 
an actor manager whose modest success was based more in the 
reliability and good character of his company than the importation 
of outside stars. 
3 Indeed he bad little call for these, being 
his own star particularly in dry comedy parts, in which said ' Wilkins on, 
"he has few competitors on any stage. Besides his general' utility 
he is a great favourite with the ladies. A play at Scarborough 
4 
would be a bore without Mr Cawdell". 
James Stanfield joined his company at Scarborough in 1789 - the 
first located bill showing him as Tester in The Suspicious Husband 
on the 3rd September, and with Cawdell he remained for the next 
5 
1. Diary of James Tate, 2nd Sept. 1788, cited in Sybil Rosenfeld, 
The 18th Century Theatre at Richmond. Yorks., (York Georgian Soc., 
Occasional Paper No. 3,1947), v pp. 13,17-8. 
2. James Tate to CS, 16th Jan. 1828; this inforaýtion is supplied 
in two letters from Tate to CS, published in Notes and Queries, 
8th Ser., xi April 1897, p. 301-2), The reference includes a 
list of books sent by Tate to CS including Garbutt's. History of- 
Sunderland and James's Essay on BiogZaEbX both annotated by Tate. 
The two books and the original letters (with others) are in the 
Stanfield Papers. 
3. Robert King, North Shields Theatres, 
4. Wilkinson, Wandering Patentee, vol. 1, 
5. PB BL 427 




ten years, being noted as holding a "principal situation"; 
1 
his parts fellirr the line of Sir Anthony Absolute, Acres, Old Norval 
(Douglas), Vortex or Old Rapid (A Cure for The Heart Ache) and the 
top. -. of. -bis performance 
At any time in Shakespeare seems to have 
been Henry IY. 2 
The natural geographical centre of Cawdell's circuit, stretched 
as it was along the north-east coast, was the triangle defined 
by Newcastle, North and South Shields at the mouth of the Tyne, 
and Sunderland; here by 1792 Cawdell bad four regular venues 
within ten miles of each other -a distance which the male actors, 
at least later under Stephen Kemble's regime, were expected to 
traverse on foot should the company be playing a season in two of 
these towns simultaneausly. 
3, Shields and Sunderland were in 
themselves notable seaports, a point of considerable importance 
not merely for audience reasons but because the company's transport 
north to Alnwick or south to Scarborough was generally by sea. 
4 
It was at Sunderland that James first established himself though 
not yet permLnently, in about 17891 the town's convenience apart 
it was rendered more con&enial to him by the existence there of 
two flourishing uasonio lodges (one of which, "The Phoenix" he 
joined in that year5) and by the residence of amen of similar 
literary tastes to his own. His Abolitionist work being known 
local, ly he further recommended himself to such society by writing 
a Life of the prison reformer John Howard, published anonymously 
at Newcastle in 1790 but attributable by the inclusion in it of his 
dramatic "monody", which bad been performed following Mrs Inchbald's 
comedy Such Things Are (in which Haswell was supposedly modelled on 
Howard) on the occasion of the reformer's death. 
6 
With a small literary reputation established and even the Quakers 
overlooking his theatrical pursuits in their approval of his writing, 
1. Baker, Biog. Dram., voll, p. 682. 
2. Henry iv,, 18th Dec. 1807, Alnwick (PB BL 270); Polonius, Iago, 
Gloucester (in Lear) were other typical parts. 
3. King, N. S. Theatres: p. 44-5. 
4. ibid., p. 28 
5. Todd, Phoenix Lodge, p. 67. 
6. The Life of John Howard Es and F. R. 3.,, (Newwcastle, 1790), pp. 58-60, 
of. Bell ; K3, and Freem. sons gazine, vol. vi, Feb. 1796, p"124. 
13. 
the only remaining regret of Stanfieldts friends was that he 
did not devote all his energy to literature. Consequently in 
February 1793 the most eminent of his literary acquaintance, 
George Wilson Meadley, was happy to wish James well on his 
concluding benefit at Sunderland, and to congratulate him on 
settling there in a new profession of wine and spirit or (as his 
letters sometimes say) "Brandy" merchant; "I hope", wrote 
Meadley, "it will be more conducive to your happiness than the 
Stage -I hope & sincerely too that the line of life you have 
entertd into will answer according to your expectations and the 
wishes of your friends". 
1 Stanfield's premises for his new 
trade were a shop at 18 High St., East on the corner of Sunderland's 
Drury lane, (p1.2), in which at only a few yards distance stood 
the Theatre he now intended to abandon. 
2 
If however, this location had an immediate tactical advantage in 
pulling the theatre trade it turned out to possess few other 
benefits; James was, as his grandson remarked, "manifestly unsuited"3 
to the patient pursuit of business and he could hardly have chosen 
a less opportune moment to embark on such a necessarily international 
line, as the long war with France broke out almost at the same time. 
Nor did he reap any hoped for advantages of leisure; 
1. G. W. Meadley to JFS, 11th Feb. 1793. 
2. Todd, Phoenix Lodge, p. 67, gives the location as the eastern 
corner of Drury Lane; inforaation and illustrations in 
Sunderland Library include that by C. Stanfield reproduced 
here, which is in a small notebook of 1838-41, given to the 
Library by Field Stanfield, (Sunderland notebook). 
3. Field Stanfield FS. f. 2. 
IZ 
l4. 
"I most sincerely regret", wrote Meadley 
later in 1793, "the loss which your 
literary friends must sustain from your 
giving up Study - could you no ways adapt 
a single hour each day to the Scientific 
Pursuits. When I consider how many men 
of Lit rature and Abilities there are in 
Sunderland I think a Literary Society 
might be establish'd - consider that subject, 
if a few people would begin with spirit it 
might be conducted to the advantage of many 
.... might not the Latin and Greek Classics French Philosophy &o be greatly improved i 
would it not be a laudable Institution.. " 
These suggestions were quite swiftly taken up by the "men of 
Abilities" when at a meeting at Stanfield's house in January 1795 
the flourishing Sunderland Subscription Library2 was founded, but 
within months faced by the decline of his business, Stanfield 
himself was again spending part of his time back on Cawdell's 
circuit. 
3 
1.3. Clarkson Stanfield: Sunderland to China 1793-1816. 
The exact dates of birth of James Stanfield's first four children 
are unknown. James George Stanfield, born about 1787 and later a 
seaman was characterised by his father as of unhappily "romantic 
and unsatisfactory" ways ; he. appears to have died in 1853.4 One 
child is quite unknown. Two daughters appear on the stage in 1799; 
of onenothing is ? clown save that her name may have been Jemima. The 
other was C]arkson's elder sister Mary who remained an actress and 
whose letters to her younger brother show the strong tie which 
1, G. W. Meadley to JF'S, 22nd Oct. 1793 
2. George Garbutt, A Historical and Descrintive,, View of ... S'inderland, (Sunderland, 1819), p. 317 et_seg. Garbutt' 
preface also acknowledges his debt to James for "! kny 
particulars relative to the Theatre and Masonic Lodges" 
of the town. 
3. G. W. Meadley to JFS,. at the Theatre., South Shields, 
25th June 1795. 
$. JFS to CS, 4th May. 1816; James George Stanfield, "Hawker", 
aged 66, died of dropsy in Birmingham, 6th June 1853 (Gen. Reg. 
Off. ). See also Appendix II and VI. 
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existed between them in his early years, 
Clarkson himself was born an 3rd December 1793 above the shop on 
the corner of Drury Lane - in the event a prophetic address - the 
fifth and last of his mother's children. 
2 No record exists in 
Sunderland of his baptism but he was given the names Clarkson Frederick; 
3 
the first was certainly in honour of the Abolitionist who, disinterested 
respect apart, had also been James's first literary patron. Frederick 
however was a name which Stanfield never actively used and abandoned 
altogether on embracing Catholicism. 
Very little can be gleaned concerning his childhood; 
"the earliest point visible", wrote one of 
Mary's children in 1875, "is when he was a 
mere child he used to be asked, What are 
you going to be? and he invariably answered 
a Parson or a painter. And as if to show 
his friends that he really meant what he 
said, he used to put water into his shoe, 
converting it into a paint pot, and take a 
bit of stick for a brush and begin painting 
after a fashion of his own. Should you ask 
me where had he his notion about painting, 
I answer, it was probably from his mother for 
she was an artist" .4 
Mrs Stanfield in fact takes such credit as can be established 
for stimulating the imagination of her children; she taught painting 
herself and was the supposed authoress of a work published after her 
death and with a title suggestive of her influence; Poems, Tales 
and Fables from various Authors, by a Lady, for the Instruction and 
Amusement of her Children. 
5 By contrast James's influence seems to 
1. The sisters appear on early bills; e. g. The Stranger, Sunderland 
25th Jan. 1799, "Fanny - Miss M. Stanfield, Jnr. Savoyard - 
Miss Stanfield", (PB, S'ld Lib. ). See also Appendix II and VI. 
2. Field Stanfield MS. f. 2. 
3. There are two sources for Stanfield's name; (1).. entry for his 
daughter Mary in the Register of Baptisms of'St Mary's Parish 
Church, Iambeth, 14th Dec. 1823 (GLC Archives), which gives 
"Frederick Clarkson Field" and (2') his contract of c. 1817 at 
the East London Theatre (see Ch. 2.1. ) which gives"Clarkson Frederick". 
Since his signet carried the initials "CPS" the latter has been 
given credence here. 
4. C. Cuthbert to W. H. G. Bagshawe, 28th Oct. 1875. The writer was 
one of Mary Stanfield's children, probably a daughter, to whom 
Bagshawe, Stanfield's son-in-law, was enquiring about him. 
5. Todd, Phoenix Lodge, pp. 67,70. 
16. 
have been rather dour, for he was "a very strict disciplinarian"; 
breaches of table manners were likely to result in instant 
deprivation of meals and( continued Clarkson's niece ) 
"It was grandfather's custom never to 
chastise his children in the heat of passion. 
The correction was put off till the following 
day; and in the interval, probably, both 
parent and child have been at prayers over 
it". 1 
It is perhaps more surprising bearing in mind James's serious nature 
and his-own learning, that his children' education seems to have 
been Early rudimentary. In comparison with their father's well- 
yd 
permed letters, Clarkson and Mary wrote an elementary and mis-spelt 
scrawl until into their twenties, though there is evidence that 
Clarkson had an early taste for reading. 
He was, even at this early stage of a notably uncomplicated mind; 
"Mother and uncle", wrote his niece, "when they 
were children, were once on board a vessel during 
a severe storm .4 where they were going to I cannot 
say. The Captain for safety put all the Passengers 
down below and fastened the cabin door. When the 
storm was at its height and the ship tossing about 
fearfully, Casks his sister "Mary, are we drowned 
yet? " I think this little incident brings out very 
well the simplicity of uncle's nature. "2 
C larkson's early reliance on his devoted sister, probably enforced 
by a wandering childhood and the sudden death of their mother in 
1801, was a pattern sy+nptonstic of future developments. Even in 
later years he always required reassurance, not because he was 
lacking in practical self-reliance, far from it, but because his 
early life was sufficiently unsettled to affect any confidence he 
may have had in the apparent stability of his situation at a 
given time. We shall see that while he was single-minded in pursuit 
of his ends, the genuine modesty about his artistic capacity so 
much admired by his circle, was founded both in a simple desire 
to please and a real doubt in his absolute ability to do so; '"" 
1. Cuthbert to Bsgshawe, ibid. 
2. ibid. 
17. 
"He was very modest about his pictures, and 
seems, at times to have been in doubt as to 
their real merit. But that evidently is the 
true mark of genius. He used to come with a 
newly painted picture in his hand and ask his 
sister's opinion about it - 'would it do? ' 
Do! why, she was in raptures about his 
pictures - they were all beautiful. "1 
The only aspect of James Stanfield's career which seems to have been 
in good form in the mid 1790's was his popularity in masonic circles 
and in the writing of songs. His talents had been much in evidence 
at the festivities for laying the foundation stone of the great 
iron bridge at Sunderland in 1793 ZIsadley, en route for Smyrna 
in 1795, reported hearing his "Patrick O'Neale, An Irishman's 
Adventures aboard a ?. n o'War", (probably inspired by Admiral Howe's 
victory of the previous year), sung by a ballad singer in ?' nchester, 
3s+iiile 
1797 saw the first detectable performýºnce of his other memorable- 
comic song, "The Irish Nuptials or the Wedding at Ballyporeen" 
under Cawdell at Scarborough. 
k At the same time James was contemplating 
a far more grandiose literary scheme - an "Essay on Biography" begun 
in 17955 which as the years of its incompletion rolled on, was to 
become-the bright hope of an increasingly obscure and impoverished 
career. 
James's resumption of regular performance with Cawdell by 17966_ either 
through.: chronic incapacity to throw the theatrical habit or hard 
necessity - found the, old circuit no longer secure. Caudell opened 
1. ibid. 
2. Garbutt, History of Sunderland p. 306; _f. Freemason's Magazine 
vol. vii, Oct. 1796, p. 237. 
3. G. W. Meadley to JFS, 25th June 1795. The song is still occasionally 
reprinted, e. g. in Roy Palmer's The Valiant Sailor , 
(Cambridge 1973). 
4. Scarborough PB, BL 427. See Appendix I(B), 
5. G. W. Meadley to JFS, 25th June 1795. 
6. Bell NS. 
18. 
a new theatre at North Shields in October 1798 but his declining 
health forced him to retire the following year and his interests 
passed to Stephen IKemble, who since 1791 had managed the Newcastle 
Theatre Royal and a circuit including Chester, Lancaster and 
Sheffield; this he bad already extended to include Glasgow and 
Edinburgh. 1 
It Cawdell's mansgement bad been moderately successful this is 
partly due to the local interest reflected from the more dynamic 
and cosmopolitan management of Kemble's circuit. On assuming 
control of Cawdell's circuit Kemble effected a radical reorganisation; 
he disposed of his interests in Edinburgh and "pat his trust in an 
extremely confined circuit comprising basically, Durham, Newcastle, 
Northallerton, North Shields, Scarborough, South Shields and 
Sunderland". 2 
James Stanfield seized what he took to be an opportunity; while 
on good terms with Kemble -a fellow Mason of the PhoenX3 let 
alone being a in of charm and culture - he and a fellow actor, 
Graham, tried to capitalise on the rising theatrical tone of the 
area. They acquired some of the properties disposed of by Caadell, 
gathered a company around them and set out to play a sort of second 
circuit between and sometimes at, the main stops of Kemble's orbit. 
4 
1. K. E. Robinaon, Stephen Kemble's Management of the Theatre 
R oval Newcastle upon Tyne in K. Richards and P. Thomson 
eds. , The Eighteenth Century English Stages(London. 1972), 
p. 138. 
2. ibid., p. 141. 
3. ' As also were Bates and Cawdell; infermtion from 
Mr Sinclair Bruce, William Waples Lib., 5underlarxi. 
Bell M. "On the disposal of Cawdell's theatrical property 
he became joint manager, of, a Theatrical Concern in the North 
of England". 
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From 1799 to 1803 the movements of this small and not too 
successful travelling company are charted by James Stanfield 
himself in a diaristic memorandum. whioh, aritten on the back of 
another letter, is the only surviving theatrical document from his 
hand. l This shows actors joining and leaving, the odd bill paid 
and indeed something of the way that the Stanfield and Kemble 
interests overlapped. In September 1801 for example, when Kemblets 
company were playing at Scarborough, Kemble himself bad imported 
George Frederick Cooke to appear at Newcastle and hired Stanfield's 
company to appear as his support. 
The long acquaintance of Cooke with Stanfield did not prevent him 
dismissing the troupe as "a smell undisciplined set in the neighbour- 
hood"2 and when Cooke played Richard III, James Stanfield was 
Lord Mayor, while the Duke of York was played by "Master Stanfield" - 
in this case probably Clerkson's brother James. 
3 Both at Stockton 
Races that year and again at Berwick in 1803 the diary shows some 
connection between : Lemble and the Stanfield company. 
,_. z 
Cooke's dismissive comment ras probably true - the small oonpdny 
made low returns and James Stanfield's lack of money was chronic; 
his surviving correspondence from friends sometimes accompanied by 
small sums of money "as your demands... appear pressing"4 show how 
his interests were defended or sales of his works promoted by his 
circle:. 
In these threadbare circun8tances unnamed misfortunes were common 
and it was due to one such that while the oomaany were performing 
1. viz., mverso of, Samuel Castle to JFS, 31st Jan. 1801; (hereafter, , JFS memorandum) 
2. William Dunlap, The Life of Geor. e Frederick Cooke (2nd ed., 
2 vols., London 1815) vol.. i, p. 195. Cooke had appeared 
with James under Wilkinson. 
3.7th Sept. 1801, PB, Newcastle City Ref. Lib. 
4. G. W. Meadley to JFS, 8th Oct, 1807, "with £5". 
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at Morpeth in January 1801, Clarkson's mother died. 
l Mindful of 
the children perhaps, James remarried in October that year again 
at Morpeth, an actress of the company, Maria Field Kell -a girl 
much younger than himself and in fact his god-daughter, 
2 They 
swiftly began another large family with the birth of a daughter 
Maria at Dunbar on 30th December 1802.3 Almost needless to confirm, 
there were no greater means available to support the additions. 
Now Clarkson fared in this life is hard to tell; it would have 
been remarkable if he had not taken to the stage early, as the 
elder children did. If his own account is to be credited he 
played at least once opposite the young Liston, at Newcastle in 
March 1804. The part, he claimed, was Chamranzi the monkey in 
the "serious pantomime" Ia Perouse; 
4 
his memory in this played 
him false as the bills show the piece to have been the very similar 
Phillip Quarll, the monkey being Beaufidelle, and it is thus highly 
likely that the "Pages" in Lock and Key (25th January, 5th March) 
and Loves Makes a Man (29th February) and the "Boy"in the Irish 
5 Widow (7th March) were also the same-"Master Stanfield". 
The report that he assisted his father in painting scenery is 
similarly credible, if only because his arrival on the London stage 
found him already experienced in the art-for which he appears to 
have bad no more formal training; 
6 
there is evidence that in the 
established theatres of the circuit the scenery could at least be 
sufficiently elaborate to Hake an impression on a pictorially 
1. Samuel Castle to JFS, 31st Jan. 1801; Field Stanfield M. f. 6, 
gives her death as on 11th Jan. 1801. 
2. Field Stanfield M. f. 6, for name and date, 29th Oct; 
Corder M. gives Morpeth as the place. 
3. JFS memorandum. 
4. Roberts MS. f. 201. 
5. PBs, Newcastle City Ref. Lib; La Perouse for example, was 
performed on 9th Feb. 
6. William Fordyce, Hist and Anti uities of ... Durham, (Newcastle 1857), vol. 7, p. 462n. William Brockie, Sunderland 
Notables, (Sunderland 189k), p. 234, states that James was for 
many years" the Sunderland scene-painter. Few surviving 
bills specifically attribute work to him. 
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imaginative boy. 1 
In 1806 when Clarkson was twelve he was apprenticed in Edinburgh 
to a heraldic painter, a business largely taken up with the 
armorial decoration of coaches. All that is known of his 
employment in this is the reason for his quitting it in 1808; 
"The chief cause of his doing so was the 
painter's wife. She was very much addicted 
to drink; in fact drank up everything she 
could lay her hands on; and in order to 
satisfy her craving she used to send poor 
Clarkson to the pawnshop with articles from 
the house, to get the money. This sort of 
life went on for some time until the boy 
could stand it no longer; so he cut the 
connection by running away and entering 
on a seaman's life". 2 
While this move was at the boy's own desire it was a course about 
which his father had grave misgivings but could not reasonably 
forbid, particularly as his elder son James George was probably 
already at sea; thus, in 1808 Clarkson began his seaman's 
career, reportedly out of Hartley or Seaton Sluice and certainly 
in the coal trade. 
At about the same time, James Stanfield's travelling company 
appears to have folded up and from 18094 both he and his wife, based 
in Sunderland, recommenced performance on the circuit which had been 
1. For complex " scenery under Cawdell, see his bill issued 
at Sunderland 23rd Feb. 1797, advertising a moving 
scenic exhibition of the "machinery" of Sonderland 
Bridge, (John Johnson Coll., Bodleian Lib. ); of. 
Freemasons Magazine, vol. x, 1798, P-132-- 
2. Cuthbert to Bagshaws, ibid. 
3. Brockie, Sunderland Notables, p. 235; Sunderland Library 
Circular vols. i & ii, (1699-1904), p. 47, (S ld Lib. copy). 
4. Bell NS. 
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Cawdell's and Kemble's but which bad passed in 1806 to the man who 
had been the latter's treasurer, Anderson, and his actor partner 
Faulkner. 1 
From abtut the same time, 1809, Clarksonts sister Mary became 
a member of the Edinburgh Theatre Royal Company, now in the hauls 
of William Murray, his sister Mrs Henry Siddons and Henry Siddons 
himself. 2 Of these Mrs Siddons was the most capable personality 
and to her the success of the Edinburgh Theatre, particularly after 
the death of her husband, was largely due; she was in all ways a 
highly respected member of Edinburgh society, and conducted a salon 
patronised by the local intelligentsia - Walter Scott included. 
When in 1811 the actor Mason proposed what Mrs Siddons considered 
very poor terms to Mary Stanfield for an out of season engagement 
at Cupargshe took the girl into her care; she "asked me to come 
and stay at her house", wrote Mary, 
"she was obliged to go to London but if I 
would come and stay with her daughters and 
their Governess and improve myself for the 
winter. both her and Mr Siddons would be 
glad, [: I am know very comfortable... I 
wish my dear Clarkson you was with me 7 
kno we should be so happy together but 
since it is otherways we cannot help it 
but my dear brotherC Jif every you should 
grow tired of the sea and wish to go to your 
own busness be sure to write to me. I dare 
say I shall be a long time in Edinburgh and 
while Mr and Mrs Siddons are do kind I'm 
sure I shall never want for anything". 
What Mary considered her brother's "busness" is hinted later in 
the letter - "dear Clarkson, when you write send me one of your 
" sketches in pensle... ". Such letters he would find on his return 
from a voyage at "The Nelson's Head" North Shields, the port from 
which in 1812 he was sailing in the brig Alexander, J. Dcnkin master, 
1. King, N. S. Theatres, p. 47- 
2. N. E. S. Armstrong, The Edinburgh Stage 1715-1820, (unpub. 
M. A. thesis presented to the Library Association, 1968) 
p. 358, col. l. 
3. Mary Stanfield to CS, n. d. 'Oct. 1811. 
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and going as far afield as the North German and Danish coasts. 
1 
This merchant voyaging did not last long; the demands of 
supplying Wellington's advancing army in the Peninsula put heavy 
requirements on British shipping and in 1812 the Alexander was 
taken over as a transport. 
2 Stanfield, either because no longer 
an apprentice or because hitherto in a protected trade could not 
continue to claim exemption from the operations of the pressgang 
and with three of his fellows left the ship to find his living 
elsewhere; unfortunately they did this in London where they were 
promptly picked up by the Thames Police. 
The circumstances are mildly suspicious, since the police were 
not part of the impress service but had been established only to 
keep a rough sort of order up and down the river, particularly 
with regard to theft of cargo. However both the magistrates and 
the police themselves often banded over perpetrators of minor 
misdemeanors to the dreaded "press" as the easiest way to deal with 
them and-Stanfield and his shipmates, presumably judged to be in 
this category, were no exception; on 31st July 1812 they were read 
into the Royal Navy on the receiving-ship off the Tower, on which 
occasion Stanfieldg either to cover his tracks or provide room for 
future manoeuvre, gave his name as "Roderick Bland", By this alias he 
3 
was known for the rest of his nautical career. 
On 4th August he and eighty-two others were shipped down river to 
the receiving-ship at Sheerness and on the 25th he was drafted into 
1. John Devoes to CS, "on board the Alexander, Capt. Donkin at 
the New Quay, North Shields" 11th April 1812; L1oVs Register 
shows the vessel to have been a 215 ton Sunderland built brig, 
registered in London for a regular voyage to Tonning in 
Schleswig-iolstein. 
2, Ll yds Register, 1813. 
3. 
,HMS 
Enterprize, Muster Book (PRO ADM37/3226); the alias of 
Roderick Bland is confirmed by all the nail he received from 
his family while in the Navy. Curiously, all his entries in 
naval musters subsequent to the first show him as "Patrick" Blend. 
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His Majesty's Ship Namur. ' This was a venerable relic of the Seven 
Years War, now passing her last days as the Sheerness port guard- 
ship tinder the command of Charles John Austen -a brother of the 
novelist. 
To an unwilling recruit, at nineteen one of the youngest Able Bodied 
men in the ship and a youth of imagination to boot, it must have 
been a miserable situation. From the vessel's mooring in the 
Great Nore he could see the oo®eroe of the world passing up and 
down the river from London or units of the fleet going out from the 
Medway dockyards to fight out the last years of the war; he on the 
other hand, was condemned to sit on an old ship, almost a hulk, 
which never left her moorings between the sea and the grey expanse 
of the north Kent salt marshes. 
His father offered such comfort as he could; 
"I am not absolutely sorry that you are in a Kings 
Ship", he wrote, "You as well as James have heard 
me express my sorrow, that, with the advantages I 
possessed I bad not preferred a man-o-war to a 
continuance in the Merchant's Service. You know 
I have friends in power. My Book will be out in 
about two months and will renew the intercourse, 
if not add to the number.. interest shall not be 
wanting in your favour"... 
2 
"Have you entered for the ship you are now in? Do 
you perform any seaman's duty? - for it would be a 
pity to lose what you are already proficient in... 
Of James I have never heard since I bad the happiness 
of seeing you. Poor fellow! - bets so unsteady that 
I do not know what to think of him... God bless you 
my dear Boy keep up your noble heart. I hope we 
will yet meet in happiness". --' 
The means of Stanfield keeping up his spirits seem to have been a 
naval combination of hard work and his own talents; his gifts were 
1. HM3 Ceres, Muster Book (PRO ADM37/3273); Stanfield's number 
in Seamen's List given as 40279. HMS Namur Muster Books 
(PRO ADM37/3400,3401,4053) as no. 29278 to 28th Jan. 1813; 
than from 4th' March 1813 - 18th Nov. 1814 as no. 607 (PRO X37/4053 - 6,5067 - 8,5095 - 6). 
2. JFS to CS, 12th March 1813; the book*was his Essay an the 
Study and Composition of Biogre v, (Sunderland 1813), reviewed 
in Monthly Review, 2nd ser., vol. "I iv (1814), p. 356 et. se i 
3. JFS to Cs, 15th Jw, e 1813. 
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swiftly spotted. For a start he fbund himself in the "Gunner's 
Gang" painting not pictures but HMS Namur and "other vessels 
upon that station". 
1 He also drew attention to his ability in 
another way; for when the captain wanted a toy coach painted for 
one of his children, he applied to the crew for_ an artist and as 
Stanfield 
"had just left the business of coach painting, 
this of course was quite in his line. He 
painted the carriage and no doubt embellished 
it with a choice specimen of heraldry. The 
captain was so much pleased with the work that 
he strongly advised rtanfielJ to quit the sea 
altogether and keep to painting. The captain 
I believe did something in the way of introducing 
him to some influential friends; at all events, 
they became great friends in after life". 
"In recent notices of uncle's life on board ship 
it is generally stated that he was first brought 
into notice by painting some scenes for a 
theatrical presentation on board the ship... I 
think this is a mistake. My mother distinctly 
mentioned the painting of the child's coeh as 
the first step in his progress to fame". 
That Stanfield painted scenery for theatricals on board.. the Namur, 
is stated in his shitxnate Dourtlas Jerrold's biography; it is 
certainly probable - though, to the suggestion that Jerrold was 
the leading light of the enterprise, it is worth replying that 
he was a boy of eleven when he entered the _ as a Volunteer 
ist class, on 22nd December 1813 and even though he was the son 
of the Sheerness manager his own involvement in any such project 
my have been less than managerial. 
3 It is also worth noting 
that Stanfield could be very unreliable in recounting the truth 
about his past; when in about 1836 the informeýtion that he and 
Jerrold had been in the same ship reached the papers, he confirmed 
that they had both been midshipmen and according to David Roberts 
had, by that stage, begun to believe it himself. 
4 
While Roberts 
1. Roberts Z. f. 201. 
2. Cuthbert to Bagshawe, ibid. More likely to refer to the Austens 
than anyone else known; Austen's family were certainly at 
Sheerness; see J. H. and E. C. Hubback, Jane Austen's Sailor 
Bro , (London 1906), p. 250. 
3. W. B1ancbard Jerrold, The Life and Remains of Douglas Jerrold, 
(London 1859), P. 107. 
1. Roberts M. ff. 196,200 et. seg. 
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Nas perhaps right in considering that a rise from the lower deck 
to the Royal Academy reflected far more credit on Stanfield than 
ascent from this quarter deck, this was evidently neither the 
image that Stanfield wished to project on the world nor the 
way he wished to remember his unhappy time in the navy. His first 
datable drawing, made during a temporary lightening of the gloom, 
appears in a letter of August 1813 recounting to Mary the 
departure of the Russian Ambassador from the Nore. To this he 
added a portrait of his sister which delighted her, as did the 
letter's evidence of his being at last in good spirits, (p1.3). 
1 
The mood did not last, for though opportunities occurred for 
Stanfield to advance they were no sooner offered than frustrated. 
"I have had many disappointments since I was pressed, " he wrote to 
his father, now teaching composition and elocution at Edinburgh, 
"... I was sent on shore to do a painting for 
the Admiral's Ball room, which I did so much to the 
satisfaction of the Commissioner of the Sheerness 
Yard that he promised, when finished not only to 
get me my discharge from the service, but give me 
a situation in the Dock Yard. Encouraged by this 
I worked day and night at it for three weeks when, 
to my utter disa ointment Commissioner Lob died 
28th July 181y, and with him all my hopes. In 
vain did I state my case to the Captain, he wanted 
me at that time for his own use, and cared very 
little for my concerns. At length by a close 
application to the painting, my health was so far 
reduced that I was found of no more use to them 
therefore was sent to sea. 
Disguise thyself as tLou wilt (says Sterne) still 
slavery, still thou art a bitter draught, and 
though Thousands in all ages have been made to 
drink of thee, thou art no less bitter on that 
account. Yet would I bear with it my dear father, 
if I thought it would give me an opportunity of 
relieving those wants which I know you sustain, 
and which I ought before this time to be able to 
relieve, but all at present appears a Blank 'the 
wide unbounded prospect lies before me, but 
shadows clouds and darkness rest upon it'. I see 
so many daily that are so much my superiors pining 
in obscurity; Officers able to command a ship, 
with scarce a shirt to their backs, or a mite in 
1. CS to Mary Stanfield "Sunday Night" 29th Au7 1813; 
Mary Stanfield to CS, 6th Sept. 1813. 
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their pockets, men of liberal education 
and bright parts under the tutorage of a 
drill sergeant. I do--not know what they 
are going to do with me... "l 
The exhaustion caused by the work on the ball-room and the 
disappointment of the Commissioner's death seemed for a moment 
to provide the opportunity of change; not being of further use 
on the Namur he was it in the draft of men to be sent to the new 
forty-gun frigate Glasgow 'then comaissioning but this also came 
to nothings 
"It is customary when a draught is made to any 
ship", he wrote, "to range the disposable men 
in a line fore and aft the deck, the captain 
they are for, if he has any interest, may pick 
out those he thinks proper, which they 
generally do as drovers choose oxen by their 
strength and appearance. Several that appeared 
of a weak constitution were refused, of which 
number was poor 'Roryt. "2 
Then quite suddenly he was free of the Navy. His health had 
declined so far that he was no longer fit to serve in any capacity. 
Traditionally, he is also said to have injured his leg in a fall; 
certainly a leg injury caused him much trouble in later years - 
though its cause map have lain elsewhere - and he was discharged, 
first into the port hospital ship and then two weeks later on 
9th December 1814 to his ovm affairs, after two and a half years' 
service. 
3 He immediately made his way, though with great 
difficulty, to his family in Scotland. 
4 
1. CS to JFS, 22nd Oct. 1814; cited in Field Stanfield M. if. 11-2. 
The quotation on slavery is from Sterne's Sentimental Journey 
and the generally depressing picture of life in the Namur is 
confirmed in Jerrold's autobiographical Jack Rwmymedei partly 
cited in Jerrold's Life, Ch. 2). 
2. ibid. 
3. Stanfield reputedly told Queen Victoria that he bad fallen from 
a masthead and injured his feet. The earliest source for this 
story is his obituary in The Athenaeum, 25th May 1867, p. 693; 
Field Stanfield does not mention it at all in his family notes. 
4. Roberts S. f. 202; William Huggins told Roberts that Stanfield 
and his brother had both been pressed and served together in the 
Namur, which cannot be true if the brother was James George. 
Stanfield according to Roberta, also "told John Wilson that both 
him and his brother suffered great hardships they having meide their 
way into Scotland" - but they cannot, as he implies, have done so 
at the same time. It should be noted that though immensely useful, 
neither the Roberts MB., nor his published Life are unquestionably 
trustworthy sources. 
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Two and a half years off Sheerness had not however sated 
Stanfield's appetite for the sea and, according to his son 
Field, it was through some interest 
of his father and friends 
that he obtained a berth on the Honourable East India Company's 
Ship Warley Captain John Collins, which in February 1815 was 
leading in the Thames for a voyage to China. In this course 
he was again following an earlier lead of his brother lames who, 
having finished a stint of military service himself in the 
William Transport, had left for Bengal in April 1814 as Gunner 
of the HEMS Indus .1 
Stanfield joined the ship sometime between January and the 
18th March 1815 when the Warley as he noted in a fragmentary 
diaristic Jotting, "brought up in the Lower Hope (React "2 
to load her last stores. On 3rd April the convoy of the Warle , 3 
Princess Amelia, Hope and Walmer Castle sailed from the Downs. 
The voyage was considerably less eventful than affairs in Europe; 
as Napoleon's empire finally crumbled at Waterloo, debate on the 
Warley, a thousand miles south-west of Madasgasear, revolved round 
the possible whereabouts of her consorts, which had been scattered 
by bad weather and on 24th July the ship came to anchor in Anjer 
Roads, Sunda Strait. No Tran to waste time, Stanfield took out his 
watercolours and sketched his first views in the East - the 
forested mountains of Java with the small European settlement two 
miles across the anchorage and the nativecraft which came out to 
the ship, (pis. 4,5). He also managed to get a brief trip ashore 
where he seems to have been fascinated by the Company's picturesque 
"seapoy" troops stationed there. 
On 11th August the reunited convoy cleared the Sunda Strait and on 
1. JFS to CS, 12th-April 1814; log of the Indus (India Office Records, 
W'AR/B 225 F). 
2. Typically, the diary for the whole voyage out and back covers 
three-quarters of a side in his small China sketchbook (Stanfield 
Papers) and is no more than an incomplete list of dates and 
landfalls. 
3. Information on the voyage from Warleyts log, (India Office Records, 
L/MAR/B 182 K). 
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10th September anchored abreast of the Junk River at Whampoa, 
the out-port of Canton. The Warley remained at Whampoa for three 
months discharging her cargo, mainly metals, and loading the 
traditional tea and china for the return voyage. What Stanfield 
did during this time is largely a blank; his shipboard duties 
seem to'have been much the same as in the Navy - painting the 
Warley - and some of his sketches may be notes taken for this 
purpose by rowing round the ship. 
1 His niece's belief that be 
"got no further up the country,, in those days, than any other 
European, " must be allowed as exaggeration, though there is no= 
reason to doubt the claim that 
"He became acquainted with a Mandarin; he was 
allowed to take sketches and brought away with 
him some articles of Chinese manufacture. 
Among them was a bow which he sewed up in his 
hammock... given-to him by his friend the 
Mandarin, who drapped [sic) it over _his 
shoulder, which of course uncle picked up as 
was intended". 
Of the sketches that he made in China, only those in two surviving 
sketchbooks are known and these are. generally slight. There must 
have been some work of quality, since even allowing for novelty 
it is not to be easily believed that the sketchbooks could have 
impressed artists at home in the way his eastern work appears to 
have done. 3 
Apart from a few rough sketches of the Warley- and coast scenes 
between Whampoa and Macao all the other drawings show incidents 
on the return voyage; principally views on St. John's Is., and 
"Crockatca"; the Warley called at the former just before Christmus 1815 
and at the latter for four days over the New Year, (pis. 6-8). 
On 2nd March as they came into the anchorage at St. Helena, Stanfield 
1. Roberts T'ß. f. 202. 
2. Cuthbert to Bagsbawe, ibid. 
3. Some eastern work by Stanfield may be currently attributed 
to better known artist-travellers of the period, the Daniells 
in partioular; Egg Boats off Macao, an oil painting in 
Leicester Art Gallery is almost certainly by Stanfield though 





was able to do a hasty panoramic scrawl of the island, where it 
must have been some surprise to find Napoleon already imprisoned, 
and on 2nd May the Warley moored again in. the Thames after a round 
trip of nearly fourteen months. "My dear Child, " wrote James Stanfield 
on hearing of his son's safe arrival, "Your welcome letter gave me 
more true happiness than anything that has occurred to me for marry 
a day. Thanks be to God for all his mercies: "1 
Stanfield himself only remained in London long enough to secure 
himself a berth (so he believed) on the Indiaman Hope, for her next 
voyage and then he hurried to Edinburgh. Before the end of May 1816 
his father and family were delighted by his arrival, with a hanmock 
full of curios on one shoulder and a monkey ("rather a curiosity 
in those days", said his niece) on the other. The monkey, 
rejoicing in the name of Jack, seems to have upstaged Stanfieldts 
last entrance as a seaman, since the only detail of his return to 
survive is that it "was a great terror to r672. It used to sit 
on top of her bedroom door grinning and making all sorts of faces 
at her, as she lay in bed, to her brother's great delight. "-? lo", 
Among the friends that Stanfield saw on his return was 
Mrs Susanna Verntham, a lady with some East Indian connections; 
providing Stanfield with a letter of introduction praising his 
"great skill in drawing", she asked him, in the expectation of 
his reaching Madras on his next voyage, to discover something of 
her brother's death there. 3 Shortly after she closed the letter 
on 22nd June, Stanfield set out again with Jack for a new voyage. 
1. JFS and Mary Stanfield to CS, 4th May 1816. Stanfield's pay 
for the voyage was £20.16s. 
2. Cuthbert to Bagshawe, ibid. 
3. Susanna Ver ham to "Capt. P. Frazer Madras by Favour of 
Mr Stanfield of the Hope Indianian", 22nd June 1816. 
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CHAPTER 2 
FROM THE KINOR TATRES TO DRTJRY IAHE 
1816-22 
:. illegitimate Theatricals.... 
(Dickens 1845) 
2,1. At the East London Theatre 1816-17 
The ship in which Stanfield believed he was to sail in 1816, was 
the Indtamaa Hope. The traditional story that he arrived in London 
in late June or early July to find the vessel already gone does 
not however hold up; for the HEIC3 Hope, not having been allocated 
to the Company quota that year did not sail at all, and an 
independent vessel of the same name, bound for Madras, delayed her 
departure until 31st August, 
1 
It is then more accurate to say that Stanfield' a ship, whichever 
it was, missed him. He was either mistaken in the movements of 
the former or became victim to the delay of the latter. (for which 
he could not afford to wait) and his arrival in London thus found 
him in dire need of work, a situation shared by many in the first 
summer of the long nineteenth century peace. With 65,000 seamen 
released in naval demobilisation and a depressed trade situation, 
his prospects of further employment at sea were low; his only 
other assets were theatrical and artistic -a childhood spent in 
provincial fit-ups, a few contacts through his father and sister 
and practical evidence of his artistic potential in his collection 
of sketches from the Warley voyage. How could these be turned to 
account? 
As regards contacts, Stanfield's stay in Edinburgh had not been 
profitless. To a good opinion of his drawing among family and 
theatrical friends he had added that of at least one of the local 
artists whom he had met; James Howe the Edinburgh panoramist 
1. Lloyds List, 3rd Sept. 1816. 
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and animal painter bad taken to him sufficiently to give him an 
introduction to Alexander Carse ("Old Carse") a successful 
Scottish artist and Royal-Academy exhibitor then living in London, 
in Unicn St., Somers Town. The recommendation included a small 
but telling business cocmnission; 
"This will be delivered to you by Mr Stanfield 
Ca gen' of Ability as a Ianskep painter. I have 
seen some views in China which he has done which 
does him great credit. I will thank you to 
show him any attention you have in your power to 
do. Inclosed is a key to the panorama he can 
describe it to you having seen it.. ... Charles 
Macdonald is to bring that Sketch down with him 
. 
71 wish you Fraser & him to settle any 
balance in Gowlds & if you have no objection I 
should like Mr Stanfield to be there... " 
Whatever the panorama was (and Edinburgh could justifiably 
claim to be the alma mater of the device) Stanfield had evidently 
not wasted his time; this-early contact with the panoramic 
form was in his case prophetic. 
Of these meetings,. with established minor artists one of perhaps 
more immediate service came through the East India connection 
rather than Edi\iburgh. At 36 Leadenhall St., a few yards from 
East India House, William John Huggins had recently set up 
as a professional painter. Huggins like Stanfield had been at 
sea in the Company's service and the staple of his artistic 
output over nearly thirty years1 as to rely on the Company connection? 
portraits of ships for owners and officers became his forte, linked 
with sea coast views, which eventually ranged from the Thames to 
the China Sea. Within a few years he began a prosperous print- 
selling business and Stanfield, who met him probably on his return 
in the Warley, showed him his China sketches and struck up a 
pleasant and useful friendship. Huggins remains a shadowy 
figure in the background of Stanfieldts early artistic career, 
offering advice and; encouragement which were gratefully remembered. 
3 
1. James Howe to Alexander Carse, 18th June 1816. 
2. For Huggins, (1781-18k5), see DNB; his only known eastern 
voyage was in 1812-14. 
3. Field Stanfield M. f. 13; Roberts M. f. 200-3 quotes 
Huggins' colourful but often inaccurate account of 
Stanfield's early life as told to Roberts in 1836. 
Huggins probably bought some of Stanfield's China sketches 
for his own use. 
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About three quarters of a mile east of Leadenhall 3t., on the 
edge of the embryonic London Docks area lay Wellolose Square; 
with the neighbouring Ratcliffe Highway, it was the focus of 
the growing London sailor-town which in the mid-century Mayhew 
was to characterise as"a reservoir of dirt, drunkenness and 
drabs". In 1816 however it was quite prosperous, and just off the 
Square in Well Street stood the East London Theatre,, formerly the 
Royalty. This bad been built in 1787 an the ingenious reasoning 
that being in the liberties of the Tower -a Royal' res idence it 
was erroneously believed - the Governor could favour the house with 
a theatrical licence. A riot an opening night swiftly dispelled 
the illusion but the theatre, though closed from 1788-179k, 
subsequently survived under various managements, on a diet 
of acrobatics, mimes and burletta. 
1 In 1816 it was in the hands 
of Richard Carruthers to whom Stanfield offered his services as 
a scene-painter. 
2 
It is not surprising to find an unemployed sailor gravitating 
to a, sailors' area but wbat friendly interest Stanfield had on 
his side to obtain the job, talent apart, is a mystery - although 
one might speculate on the Huggins connection. The theatre does 
not appear to have been short of painters, Scruton being one; 
"I do not know" wrote David Roberts twenty years later, "how he 
had interest enough with ZMr Dunn... the stage or deputy manage2r 
to be taken even an trial so difficult a thing it was then to be 
admitted into a Theatre". 
3 
There is a possibility that Dunn, was connected with the family 
name in Edinburgh on whose "more than brotherly kindness"4 Stanfield's 
1. M. Wilson Disher, Pharoahts Fool, (London 1957), pp. 40,56-7; 
Royalt7 Th., in Phyllis 'rartnoii (ed. ), Oxford Companion to 
the Theatre, (3rd ed. 1967); information in the Looal History 
Coll., Tower Hamlet's Lib. 'I 
2. Roberts NS. f. 202. 
3. ibid., if. 202-3. 
4. JFS to Mary Stanfield, 16th March 1817. I am unable to resolve 
who was who among the Dunns; Pr Duna here and William Dunn, 
manager of the East London (Royalty) in 1826 are presumably the 
same. Was William Dunn of the Surrey and Coburg the same roan, 
and what of William Dunn, the DL Treasurer? I am assuming they 
were all at least related. 
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father had cause to remark a few months afterwards; such a 
connection is again speculative. 
Getting into the theatre was one problem, staying there was 
another; the scene-painting fraternity at the time shared the 
unremitting Jealousy of more ancient crafts for their privileges. 
Roberts aontinues; 
"Mr Dunn informed me that he made a temporary 
loft for him Ltanfielj7apart from the other 
painters where he could paint but not without 
annoyance from the others, (they even refusing 
him the Paltry favour of warming his size 
kettle a most essential thing in Scene Painting 
in their room) but such was the good old 
exclusive or what has now become a more 
fashionable word for dealings of that nature 
the Conservative system in good old times... "1 
- There is little record of the work which Stanfield did at the 
East London Theatre; the house had however by August 1816 
acquired some degree of gas lighting and considering the importance 
this form of illumination was to assume for scene painting during 
the rest of Stanfield's career, he was fortunate to be acquainted- 
with it early, even if it was not yet in use an stage. 
2 
The earliest bill showing his presence is that for a revival of 
a burletta version of Macbeth on the 2nd September 1816; in very 
smell print the public is informed of "new scenery by Messrs. Scruton 
and Stanfield". 
3 
If the last months of 1816 were an unhappy time for the painter, 
the olcsed-shop attitude of his colleagues was but one of the causes. 
Family news was not good; his elder brother, James the gunner, was 
intermittently in London and also trying to scrape up a living, 
1. Roberts M, ff. '202-3. 
2. Press cuttings with PB, 2nd Sept. 1816 (TM), claim the entire 
house to be lit by gas. The gas-works were next to the theatre. 
3. For all known productions and scenes on which Stanfield worked 
see Appendix IV(A). 
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while Mary, distressed at Clarkson's perennial failure to write 
letters could herself only send bad news from Edinburghs 
"After so long a silence yöu can hardly expect 
any mercy from me, I have tried to make every 
excuse in the world for you but .... I think 
you must be offended with me for something tho 
what it is I cannot conceive, if you are pray 
let me know, believe me there is not anything 
that gives me more pain than to think you are 
angry with me, -I suppose you know of poor 
Mrs Stanfield's death [17th September 18162 
you should write to my father I know be is 
hurt at your not writing & indeed you ought 
to write to him... "1 
Dutifully he wrote to both of them, Marys next reflecting 
something of his mood; 
I was ... very sorry that you have met with 
disappointments, I was afraid you had by your 
not writing sooner for I dontt know anything 
that is so und omf da table as writing to friends 
when you have nothing pleasant to ootamunicate 
but please God your troubles are all over. " 
In an effort to cheer him up his half-sister Maria, now fourteen, 
added a well-penned note to say "how happy I was when I heard 
5ouJ were not going to China" and to confirm that her mother's 
2 
death had been "long expected". 
One of Stanfield's less serious troubles was certainly over; the 
London winter carried off Jack the monkey - probably not before 
times whatever his colourful qualities as a pet, he had been 
cavorting around the local rooftops to the risk of his masterts 
life and. limb in the pursuit. 
3 
The new year brougtt with it a lightening of the gloom; matters 
must have improved at the theatre for Stanfield oould write more 
optimistically to his father, who was quick to approve his course; 
1. Mary Stanfield to CS, 3rd Dec. 1816. 
2. Mary and Maria Stanfield to CS, 15th Dec. 1816. 
3. George Stille, to CS, 2nd Feb. 1817. 
36. 
"I hope, my dear Boy you are now in a fair way 
to a comfortable settlement. I can have no 
hesitation to say, how much I prefer it to 
your former perilous, precarious situation 
where, after a long life of toil and danger - 
if you should happen to weather the ten 
thousand chances against you - it might be 
possible to scrape up a little, after you 
were past the power of enjoying it°. 
Stanfield also now felt secure enough to offer his father 
assistance for "the wants which I lmow you sustain", suggesting 
that he might take over the care of his half-brother William, 
now about twelve, and begin to teach him the scene-painting trade. 
To this James readily agreed; he was himself unwell and felt 
that "nothing could contribute so much to give me a degree of 
comfort as knowing him to be under your care and guidance. The 
boy is really well disposed seems fond of the profession and is 
in raptures at the bare idea of being with you". 
2 When William 
joined his brother is unknown but with the family in straitened. 
circumstances there was little except perhaps his age to delaythe 
move. 
3 
Stanfield's pay at the East London can hardly have been munificent 
and to find him taking on extra work elsewhere is not remarkable. 
Somehow he became employed by Henry Jackman (1786-1852), head of 
a clan rather than a company of strollers who maintained a 
ubiquitous presence in the home counties and south midlands, and 
at whose most southerly outpost at Highgate he was painting scenery 
in June 1817. This was done at weekends and when he was not needed 
at Wellelose Square; but while the requirements of the "Theatre 
Highgate" -a converted wheelwright's barn in Southwood Iane - were 
1. JFS to C3,9th Jan. 1817. 
2. ibid. 
3. For William Stanfield, see my The Stanfield Brothers, in TN, 
voi. xxx, (1976), PP- 9-12" 
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simple enough, there was some pressure on the deadlines. 
1 Jackman 
for example could send him a £2 payment on a Friday for work done 
or to be done, ask for "a sketch of the scenery for the 'innkeepers 
Daughter' which we do on Monday" and expect the painterts presence 
in Highgate on the intervening Sunday. 
2 
When the same piece was performed at the East Landon in the autumn 
the scenic attractions were evidently considered a major selling 
point and the billing given to both the artist and his work were 
more generous than the previous year; "The NEW SCII RY, painted 
by Mr Stanfield" boasted inalusian of a 
"Smugglers' vessel in Flames which blows up 
with a TERRIM EXPLOSION, and a REVENUE 
COTTER cruizing in the Offing. " 
A series of more conventional scenes followed, the piece closing 
with 
"THE SEA EACH with an extensive view of the 
Sea, agitated by A VIOLENT STORM. The boat 
in which Richard endeavours to escape cast on 
the rocks,, -and-be plunged into the Waves, but 
eventually saved by the heroism of MARY, who 
. its off in a LIFEBOAT to his 
Assistance. "3 
Messrs. Drury and Collett provided the necessary machinery and the 
predominance of the nautical scenery in the billing is an indication 
of where Stanfield's ability lay and the degree to which the 
management were prepared to capitalise on it in what was, after 
all, a sailor quarter. 
There is other evidence that Stanfield had already secured his 
position, as in August 1817 an old shipmQte hard-up for the loan 
1. For the Jackmans, see Lou Warwiok, Theatre Un-Royal (Northampton 
197k): information on Highgate Theatre in the George Potter 
Coll., vol. xiv. ff. 61-k, (E4 Dept. of Prints and Drawings). 
2. H. Jaokman to CS, 27th June 1817. 
3. PB 6th Sept. 1817, (6th perf. ) 
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of "a Pound note for about a fortnight" oould address his 
plea to "Mr Stanfield, Principal Scene Painter, East London 
Theatre. "' 
If the management had an asset in their new painter, one should 
ask to what degree he was using his opportunities. The timing 
of the following developments is uncertain but in September 1817 
Stanfield appears to have been negotiating the acquisition of 
a regular apprentice; he had discussions with one J. Puller 
about taking on a boy called Robert - in all probability 
Robert Jones. The indentures are missing except for a"note on 
one condition which Puller wished to insert, 
"That is, if you fail to allow Robert the 
weekly wages you have proposed, you will 
then at your own expence find him in 
sufficient Meat, drink cloths washing 
lodging and mending with all necessaries for 
the remainder of the term, and likewise 
forfeit the sum of Thirty pounds. "2 
If it was Jones whose fate was in question then the terms were 
accepted; for at the same time, Stanfield had' to gain for himself 
a sure advancement and some formal security, and his elevation 
to principal painter was matched by a contract; 
MemoO. of an agreement made between the 
Trustees of the East London Theatre (viz) 
(Richd Carruthers Mr Alpe & Mr Vickers) on 
the one part'and Clarkson Frederick Stanfield, 
Scene Painter on the other part - The said 
C. F. Stanfield agrees with the said Trustees, 
to Paint the Scenery & other parts of the 
Theatre as may be agreed upon by the said 
Partys for the Term of three years from 
the date hereof at the Rate of Three Pounds 
pr' fieek, when ever he the said C. F. Stanfield 
1. Thomas Calvert to CS, n. d. Aug. 1817. 
2. J. Pu11er to CS, 23rd Sept. 1817. 
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may be employ'd & to be at the disposal & 
direction of the said Trustees or any other 
which my hereinafter be appointed for the 
above time of three years to paint such 
scenery &c as may be pointed out and dire 
ZJted by them. - and whereas the said 
C. F. Stan°ield has an apprentice named Robt. 
Jones, it is hereby agreed by the said 
Trustees or any other which may be appointed 
to allow the said Robt. Jones Ten Shillings 
pr week for the above Term of three years, 
for his services as an assistant to the said 
C. F. Stanfiel, d, he the said Robt. Jones using 
his best endeavours as an assistant Scene 
Painter for the Benefit of the said Theatre 
- It is further agreed between the said partys 
Cheat the sd C. F. S. is to be allowed above to 
admit two Persons into the Theatre four days 
in every week, & also be allowed to take the 
whole or any part of a Benefit as the option 
of the said C. F. S. he first paying to the Trustees 
the usual charge for such a Benefit -& to forfeit, 
one hundred Pounds in the case of non performance. 
Apart from being an unusual survival, this document raises several 
notable points, the Pirat being that it is the most substantial 
piece of evidence as to Stanfield's full name, long a source of .;. 
Confusion. 
It is worth noting the forraý1 requirement to paint not only scenery 
but "other parts of the theatre" a practice in which scene-painters 
were often employed and for which there are later examples in 
Stanfield's case. 
We have already seen some sort of extramural activity in Stanfield's 
work for Highgate and it is in this connection that one must 
consider the passage quoting the "Rate of Three Pounds pr week, 
when ever he ... may be employ'd & to be at the disposal of the 
said Trustees. " This presumably out both ways; Stanfield was 
under a prime commitment to the Theatre but could take on work else- 
where when not required - tr1eed would not be paid by the East London 
1. Unsigned M. draft, (Stanfield Papers). 
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at such times. The record of his actual commitments to the 
Theatre in the season 1817-18 is too thin to find out how the 
clause may have been exercised but he was certainly working for 
two other houses (with precedence over the East London) within 
the term stated. 
The provision for orders is not remarkable but the opportunity 
for a scene-painter to take a benefit certainly is. During 
Stanfield's career it is uninstanced in any of the London 
theatres in which he was working, though examples are Jb be 
foul more frequently in provincial houses. 
1 Whether he ever 
took a benefit at the East London is unknown - but it is difficult 
to avoid the inference that if, the "usual charge" apart, there 
was a potential forfeit equivalent to eight months' pay, the 
option was intended either more for prestige than practice or 
was a risk which any sensible man would rather avoid. 
Unfortunately the contract only exists in the draft form, Set 
out and amended in the hand of Joseph Vickers; 
2 Field Stanfield 
in his notes on his father, assumes that it was the actual 
document put forward for signature and, inasmuch as signatures 
are lacking, that the agreement was never signed. The conclusion 
is illogical since evidently some agreement was made and this 
draft may have been preserved for reference. It is fair to assume 
that it represents Stanfield's general posit-on as the theatre's 
principal painter at the close of 1817 and of the clauses in it, 
that giving him freedom to work elsewhere conferred a liberty which 
he soon had the chance to exercise. 
1. St. Vincent Troubridge in The Benefit System in the English 
Theatre, (London 1967), p. 129, mentions only one 
(provincial) benefit to a painter; of. my Stanfield Erothers, 
p. 11. 
2. Vickers was the manager for Carruthers and John Alpe, who 
were both wholesale haberdashers and partners in that trade 
c. 1822, (Trade Directories 1817-22, Guildhall Lib. ). 
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2.2. The Coburg. Astley's and early easel work 1818-20. 
On 11th May 1818 the new Royal Coburg Theatre opened, south of 
the river at the junction of the New Cut and the Waterloo Road. 
Small but unprecedentedly opulent for a minor house, it was 
favourably compared to the best that Paris could offer in theatre 
design and, as a cosmopolitan jewel set rather incongruously 
among the market gardens of rural Iambeth, was for a short while 
a place of fashionable resort until the pristine glitter faded 
and the state of the roads from town led to a rapid decline in 
the character of its audience. 
Construction of the house had begun in 1816 as a project of the 
erstwhile lessee of the nearby Surrey Theatre, James Jones, in 
partnership with William Dunn, who bad been the last manager of 
the Surrey. In his attempts to raise the £16000 subscription 
necessary for the building, Jones bad persuaded his old friend 
John Thomas Serres to invest £2000 in the speculation. As the 
name of the theatre shows, Jones's hopes that Serres' appointment 
as'Mirine Painter to the King would lead to royal patronage, were 
also justified. 
1 However, - financial embarrassments during the 
building led to the controlling interest falling into the bands 
of Joseph Glossop, Clerk of the Cheque in the Royal Household and 
son of Francis Glossop, a wealthy soap and tallow merchant. In 
fact it was largely Glossop senior's money which went into the 
theatre while his stage-struck son, as prospective manager, began 
at the start of 1818 to look round for a company. 
2 
Commitments to the East London Theatre notwithstanding, Stanfield 
offered his services and accordingly appeared before the manager who 
1. Cicely Hamilton and Lilian Baylis, The Old Vie, (London, 1926), 
p. 21-2; "A Friend", Memoir of John Thomas Serres 
(London 1826), p. 39. 
2. Listed in Walter Donaldson, comedian, Recollections of an 
Actor, (London 1865), p. 106. 
12. 
"put a £5 note in his band and told him to 
come to the painting room. A canvas was 
spread on the ground according to custom. 
The trial was made and ford so satisfactory1 
that §heJ received a permanent engagement. 
If true, this was possibly the easiest cash payment Stanfield 
ever bad from Glossop whose version it is, and romantic recollections 
aside the painter was merely engaged in a third rate capacity under 
Serres, Seruton and Morris. 
2 
In passing, the method of the trial is noteworthy. Later nineteenth 
century writing on scenery, (in what might be called the "post- 
Stanfield" proliferation of scene-rooms equipped with vertical 
frames) is then broadly correct in calling floor work a French 
and continental method. However, wbile vertical frames had been 
long in use in the patent houses when Stanfield began his career, 
both evidence - and indeed common sense - support the common 
practice of horizontal painting in England, even using the stage 
area for the purpose if it was the largest or the only space 
available for spreading a cloth. 
Although the principal staff painters in the opening season were 
Scruton and Morris the "Direction of the Scenic Department" fell 
on Serres. 
John Thomas Serres was a pupil of his celebrated father 
Dominic Serres, whose appointment to the King he had inherited; 
he held a similar appointment to the'Duke of Clarence and was 
draughtsman to the Board of Admiralty but both his patronage and 
his finances had, by 1818, been badly damaged by the scandalous 
1. S. A. Hart (A. Brodie, ed. ), Reminiscences, (London, 1882), 
p. 91. 
2. W. A. Donaldson Snr., Fifty Years of an Actors Life, 
(London 1858), p. 28. 
43. 
extravagances of his wife, the self-proclaimed "Princess Olive of 
Cumberland". His otherwise ill-fated investment in the Coburg 
was on the understanding (more happily fulfilled) that the 
building and running of the theatre would give him employment; 
he was in fact a scene-painter of some experience. who had about 
ten years previously exhibited large and effective nautical 
panoramas at Spring Gardens. 
1 
A competent, careful and often charming draughtsman - especially 
with regard to ships - Serres in his oils shows rather thick bold 
colouration, employed with a penchant for dramatic effects of 
stormy seas and sky. 
2 
Though his work lacks the subtler range 
of his father's, its boldness has in several cases preserved it 
better and at least well enough to show the bright theatrical qualities 
which would have been well suited to scenic, impact in the oil-lit 
Coburg. When the theatre opened one of the highlights of its 
elaborate interior decoration was the Marine Saloon alongside the 
pit lobby which Serres had adorned with nautical scenes, principally 
a classically elaborate Neptune and a recent British Triumph, the 
reduction of Algiers by Lord Exmouth's fleet in 1816.3 
The relationship between this elderly scenic director and Stanfield 
is speculative but there are elements in Stanfield's quality which, 
allowing for basic differences of manner, may have been encouraged 
by the contact - in particular a mutual love of ships, care of 
drawing, overtly dramatic effects and a tendency to heavy treatments 
of sea and sky; Serres was all his life a teacher and the habit 
is hardly likely to have died in the scene room. There was also 
much in his versatility for a young painter to respect; the 
connection through his father with the main stream of eighteenth 
century marine painting, travel experience, his nautical publicatiors, 
his charm as a watercolourist, his regular exhibition at the Academy 
and his former royal patronage. Stanfield, who in the event trod 
1. Engraved keys of his panoramas am in Jobs Johnson Coll. 
(Entertainments Box 5), Bodleian Lib. 
2. of. David CordinglY, Marine Paints in En land 1 oal pp TLondon_1974), pp. 84 5 and plates CFO and 41. 
Horace Foote, A Companion to the Theatres and Manual of the British Dmma, t avn. 1 29), P"4. yJ 
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a similar thaigh more successful path, may have picked up 
more than one cue from his senior. 
Although in the 1820's the Coburg was renowned for the rapid 
succession of its new pieces, sometimes up to three in a week, 
the carefully prepared opening season shows a different trend. 
Between the opening and the start of the new season on 9th November, 
Stanfield's name occurs in connection with only six principal 
shows excluding various afterpieces for which no scenery is 
ascribed on the bills, and long runs seem to be the rule; the 
North Pole for example, which opened on 22nd June had forty-three 
performances to 10th August and was still in the repertoire in 
the following May when Henry Crabb Robinson described it as 
"tolerable enough ... a spectacle exhibiting the wretchedness of 
a family on the coast of Labradore lot there by pirates. The 
scenery was imposing and that was all of course. "1 
The relevant bill conveys some idea of how imposing the scenery 
was - its preparation had in fact delayed the opening a week - x' 
and gives a typical breakdown of the division of labour between 
the house's principal artists; with "The Nautical Arrangements 
under the Superintendence of Mr S? " there appeared; 
"Scene 1 .... CAPI'AaT'S CABfl ON BOARD THE ADVENTIrTRER ....................... Stanfield NEPTUNE'S WATER PALACE ........... Morris in which will appear 
A VISION ........................ Serres Representing in Miniature three views: 
1. The Eddystone, off Plymouth. 
2. The Port of Elsineur and Cronenberg Castle. 
3. The Coast of Labradore, which will lead to 
the commencement of the Melo-Drama; shewing 
AN EE3IV^ ICE ISLUID .......... Scruton 
with the 
WRECK OF THE ADVE TI'U ER. 
1. Elimed Brown (ed. ), The London Theatre 1811-66" Selections 
from the Diary of -Henry Crabb Robinson, (London 1966), P" 9. 
1L5. 
EXTERIOR OF HUT ......... Scruton 
INTERIOR OF CI TAL 
CAVE .... Stanfield 
PICTUF, E3QUE VIEW OF 
THE ISIA} ..... Morris 
IlýITFRIOR OF HUT ......... Scruton 
OUTSIDE OF CRYSTAL 
CAVE ..... Stanfield 
PART OF THE ARCTIC 
SEA ...... Sorutoan 
with STORM AND DESTRUCTION OF SHIP'S BOAT 
MOCß+1LIGIS VW........... Scrutcn 
SPIEDIDID LAST SCENE ...... Scruton 
Representing 
A SHIP OF I1MME SIZE, FULLY RIGGED 
AND KUHM, WITH A CREW of S CT PERSONS s 
effeoting her passage through 
FLOATING ISIM OF ICE, 
which an separating, will shew an expanse of 
Ocean covering the whole Stage, Far surpassing 
any Scene of Magnitude ever yet produced. "' 
The last claim was at least true of work seen so farm the Coburg's 
short career but though the piece was evidently a great success 
the only points to be drawn from this scenic catalogue are the 
ambitious efforts of the spectacle department, the prime role 
played by Scruton in the actual output per man and the comparatively 
prestigious but not numerically productive role of the directorial 
Serres. A similar balance of low personal output against Ugh 
public reputation is a pattern which later evolved round Stanfield 
himself at Drury lane. 
This line of industrious ensemblefad a lasting effect; for while 
Crabb Robinson found the Coburg acting "very bad" and the visiting 
American impresario Edmund Simpson even more succinctly described 
1. PB TM. 
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the oompany as "horrid", both were among the many who praised 
the practical aspects of the house. 
1 Horace Foote (admittedly 
with advantages of hindsight) looked back in 1829 to recall 
that "The scenery of the Coburg Theatre has, from its opening, 
been of a description very superior to that of the other minor 
theatres. That in the early seasons was beautifully executed 
(pl. 9J; for it was at this theatre that the fine taste-of 
Stanfield was first introduced to the public"2 -a minor hist- 
orical inaccuracy which casts an uncomplimentary sidelight on the- 
public impact of events at Wellclose Square. 
The arrearance of ensemble at the Coburg does not however mean 
that distinction was not won at some personal cost. Stanfield, 
The Athenaeum reported, "distinguished himself by the energy 
which he threw into ... his tasks, never flinching from fatigue... 
so that he was often known to sleep in the painting-loft, where 
he also took his meals in intervals that must have been snatched 
in the swift current of his labours". Nor do the earlier resentments 
of the-Royalty seem to have died easily, for the same source reported 
one occasion on which, 
"Owing to some professional jealousy or mismanagement 
the painting-loft was occupied by another artist until 
the midnight before the evening when a grand spectacle 
was'to be presented .... Stanfield, finding remonstrances 
of no avail to get the room at his oommand, waited until 
it became so at LhatJ late hour ... The clear stage 
thus obtained was instantly seized, a cloth stretched, 
the outline of the already conceived picture rapidly 
dashed in and the painting added with such astonishing 
precision and perfect skill that by labouring all the 
rest of the night and next day, the whole was completed 
ere the people assembled in front; thus one of the 
artist's greatest successes accrued to him, who could 
boldly snatch at any opportunity". 3 
However elaborated, such reports fail to mask a streak of abrasive 
professional. ambition in Stanfield. 
1. Philip H. Highfill, Edmund Sim ones Talent Raid on E land 1818 
(pt. 3) in TN, vol. iii, no. 1 (1958), p. 12. The Coburg Lights 
by Candles .. Stage very good indeed and very ocnvenient. " 
2. Foote, A Comranion, p. 7l. 
3, Athenaetun, 25th May 18670 P"693. 
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S tanf ield ts move to the Coburg was not however permanent as yet; 
the North Pole was the last piece on which he worked, and the tail 
end of the first season proceeded without him -a pity since 
it would be interesting, in the light of subsequent developments, 
to know who in the Marriage of Cameho, on llth August, produced 
"scenery exhibiting the various effects of sunset, twilight, and 
moonlight all in the same scene" which it was claimed "far 
exceeded the magical delusion of the Edophusiccn". 
l 
From September 1818 to September 1819 Stanfield was still 
employed as principal painter of Wellclose Square, though record 
of the work done remains fragmentary. Since his first engagement 
at that theatre be had lived very obscurely in various bumble 
lodging houses in Bow and, probably latterly, in White Horse 
Lane, Mile End. Here according to one source he had associated 
with a bohemian set of two or three brother artists - all being 
very happy to pay off their bills at inns in the riverside hamlets 
by occasional sign painting. 
2 
However true the charge of bohemianism may have been in the case 
of the sociable Stanfield, such behaviour was curtailed on 
20th July 1818 when he married Mary Hutchinson at St. Dunstan's, 
Steiney. 3 Of her nothing is known other than that, like her 
husband, she was "of that parish", aged nineteen and that she did 
not recc end herself to Clarkson's sister as she, "thought very 
little of his paintings at least during the time that /jaryJ had 
4 
intercourse with the family". 
1. PB TM; the method of working this, the staple among transforations, 
is described in Frederick Lloyds'., Practical Guide to Scene PaintiLnIj 
and Painting in-Distemper , 
(London 1675)p pp. 79-80. 
2. Charles McNaught, Round and About'in Old East London, in The East 
London Observer, Ist Jan. 191 6,, (Local History Coll., Tower Hamlets 
Lib. ). 
3. Register of Marriages, (GIC Archives). 




She was however an actress and though apparently not previously 
employed at Wellolose Square, almost immediately appeared there 
in such parts'as the Gypsy Girl in Guy Mannerina and Batty in 
Rob Roy1 
Stanfield's employment with the Vickers management was now coming 
to an end, and in April 1819 a fortuitous plum fell into his hands. 
Scaife or Skeaf, the principal painter at Astley's Amphitheatre 
in the Westminster Bridge Road, died at the start of preparations 
there for the Easter equestrian melodrama Hyppolita. Queen of the 
Amami. The stage manager William Barrymore - probably in some 
haste- found Stanfield free to plug the gap and the painter gave 
a competent display of large output at short notice by producing 
seven himself, sharing one with the other resident painter 
Fu lon who did five, two by "the late Mr Soaife" making up the total. 
2 
For Stanfield it was the start of a hectic summer, not least at 
home where his first child Clarkson William was horn on 25th July. 
3 
Professional changes were also taking place simultaneously; -the 
East London Theatre proving "far from a lucrative concern" said 
farewell to Vickers for the time being and on 1st November after 
extensive refurbishing opened for a short and disastrous season 
under the decrepit Alexander Rae. 
4 
Stanfield moved out with the 
old regime and by the data of his son's baptism on 17th October 
had settled himself across the river at "the Cottage" 14 Pratt Street, 
Iambeth, close to his friend the Scottish artist and scene-painter, 
5 John "Jock" Wilson. 
The logic of the move became clear when announcements appeared for 
a "Limited Winter Season" at Astley's under the new management of 
William Barrymore and the opening piece on 25th October, The Cape 
of Good Hope, promised scenes "(rrom Actual Views taken on the Spot) 
1. PBs, 17th Sept. and 30th Dec. 1818, (Tf4). 
2. Astleyfs PB, 19th April 1819, (TM). 
3. Field Stanfield MS. f. 15. 
4. Various cuttings, Box 795, Local History Coll., Tower Hamlets Lib. 
5, St. Mary's, Lambeth, Register of Baptisms (GIC Archives); for 
Wilson see Ch. 4.1. 
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painted by Mr Stanfield, his Pupils and Assistants", including 
a "Grand Panoramic View of Table Bay, the Cape Town, and the Lion 
and Devil's Mount". 
' 
An intriguing area for speculation is the mundane and largely 
unrecorded operation of the professional grapevine, along 
which the majority of actors and backstage technicians passed 
from theatre to theatre, engagement to engagement. In this process 
the very varied interests of individual managers played a 
significant part and one which, save in the most eminent cases 
such as that of Elliston, remains to be unravelled. Thus to view 
Stanfield's progress so far as a series of disconnected engagements 
based solely on his own initiative, would be too simple; true, 
his first job at Wellolose Square had materialised rather against 
the odds but after that the system seems to have taken over to 
a fair degree. 
Dunnts apparent double interest in Wellolose Square and the Coburg 
presumably influenced Stanfield's employment in the latter; Scruton 
also a former East London painter, may have arrived there by 
similar prompting. At the Coburg, quite fortuitously, the stage 
manager Norman had a dispute with Glossop on the first night and 
was replaced by Barrymore in this important role; but even the 
rapport which one may suppose resulted between the new stage manager 
and the painter is not the prime cause of Stanfield's shift to 
Astley's. For though Barrymore was announced as manager for the 
winter there, the financial backing for the season was again 
provided by the speculative but unobtrusive enterprise of Joseph Glossop. 
It ý is also significant that this opening of Astley's for a winter 
season was unprecedented. In effect Stanfield had not embarked 
on a new venture at all but merely a new aspect of employment with 
Glossop and it speaks volumes for the manager's confidence in both 
Barrymore and his third painter, that they should be despatched to 
1. PB BL 170. 
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open a branch of the Glossop enterprise on their on in order to 
capitalise on the Christmas trade. Glossop does not seem to have 
been disappointed; at Christmas the gallery at Astleyts was 
so packed that the front was pushed out and had to be reinforced 
with iron tie rods. 
1 
The regular association of Stanfield and Barzymore over the 
next eight years argues that as a partnership they were one of 
the most eminent combinations in the "Spectacle Department" of 
the London theatres. Barrymore for all his success is a remarkably 
anonymous figure, even his identity being often open to doubt 
through confusion with a contemporary actor who used the same 
name, though his real one was Blewitt. 
2 Apart from his regular 
operations at Astley's, the Coburg and Drury lane through the 
1820ts his theatrical activities outside London ranged as tar 
afield as Edinburgh and Milan. He also wrote or contrived most 
of the pantomimes, ballets and melodramatic extravaganzas which 
he produced and the only critical estimate of his output seen - 
sixteen pieces between 1810 and 1828 - is certainly a gross under- 
estimate, since by October 1819 he himself claimed forty-two. 
3 
He was it little else a man of practical resource with a keen eye 
for the spectacular. -, there is no doubt that he spotted similar 
botential in Stanfield and was prepared to exploit his new asset 
with all the aplomb used by the Coburg in vaunting Serres' royal 
appointment. The advance bill for Mr W. Barrymore's "Limited Winter 
Season" set a dignified tone which was to be increasingly applied 
to Stanfield's theatrical image; "The Scenic Department under the 
Direction of Mr Stanfield, his Pupils and Assistants" may have begun 
as a hollow puff, but by constant repetition and the excellence of 
1. Charles Dibdin, (George Speaight)ed. ), Memoirs of Charles Dibdin 
the Younger, (London 1956), pp. 132,134. 
2. Catalopie of the Library of Mr James Winston. deceased 
Puttiok s sale, 13th-15th Dec. 1 849)0 BL, S-C, p. 13 1, 
distinguishes between the two (lot 47); the Oxford Companion, 
eddt, is hopelessly confused on the subject. 
Ifan K7rle Fletcher, Balfe and Barrymore at 'Mi1. an, in, TN. ý 
vol. vii, no. 3, (1953). p. 60. Astley's ID, 25th Oct. 1819, (DL 170). 
51. 
the work it soon gained a realistic solidity. Who the pupils 
and assistants were is never stated but it is almost certain that 
Robert Jones was one and possible that Stanfield's young half- 
brother William was another. 
In practical terms, working at Astley's was to be valuable experience 
for later employment at Drury lane since, due to the Amphitheatre's 
particular needs the size of the stage and equipment was unique 
among the minor theatres. Dibdin tells us that "The Proscenium 
is large and moveable, for the convenience of widening and 
heightening the stage, which is, perhaps, the largest and most 
convenient in London, and is terminated by immense platforms or 
floors, rising above each other, and extending the whole width 
of the stage. " These were strong and big enough to bear a mail 
coach or galloping horsemen but could also be broken down in short 
order by band and mechanism. "When exhibited they are masked with 
scenery, representing battlements, heights, bridges, mountains, d; c. ", 
the whole communicating by "inlets and outlets" with the stables. 
1 
It was the. heights, bridges, mountains &o., that Stanfield and his 
assistants were now required to provide. - 
Stanfield's first season's work with Barry ore at Astley's ended 
in January 1820 but he did not lack artistic occupations before 
the Easter re-opening of the house. Few of his drawings of the 
period are exactly datable but he was at the time, as many artists 
have been, interested in and supplied with subjects by the oonstant 
activity of the Thames; his sketchbooks preserve what is presumably 
only a poor fraction of the studies made along the river; of 
boats and barges, the mills and warehouses on the banks of Lambeth 
and Battersea and the people,. horses and carts working along the 
foreshore, (p1.10). Nor were the studies only local or limited 
to the river; drawings of the Kent Coast in the Dover and Folkestone 
area appear, even-possibly from as far afield as Devon; also sketches 
made in the country round Greenwich and a series of detailed studies 
1. C. Dibdin, History and Illustrations of the London Theatres, 
(London 1826), p"93. 
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of trees -a subject in which he evidently felt a need to 
improve. 1 
Not surprisingly it was this range of interest which was reflected 
in his first exhibited works in the spring of 1820 -a Study from 
Nature appearing at the British Institution exhibition in March 
and, more importantly A River Scene at the Royal Academy in May. 
2 
The-latter was a conservative even traditional choice, being a 
view of the White Mill at Thames Bunk made familiar by Girtin and i 
others of Dr. Mono's school in the 1790's, but not even the 
Academy's careless cataloguing of the artist as"E. Stanfield" is 
likely to have diminshed his pleasure and relief at gaining a 
foothold at both the London exhibitioaa in. the same year. 
The importance of successful exhibition at the Academy for any 
aspiring artist can hardly be underestimated; not only because 
that establishment was the arbiter of taste but simply because, 
excepting the British Institution (a much younger body founded in 
1805) it was the capital's only major'exbibition of current work, 
open to submissions from all-comers irrespective of position, 
reputation or their artistic subject. 
By comparison the British Institution was an aristocratically 
directed body with, in practice if not principle, a policy which 
favoured "High Art" - the grand theme. This provided some further 
artistic outlet but in no way detracted from the appeal, the prestige 
and the necessity of exhibiting at Somerset House. 
More surprising than Stanfield's exhibition and presumed sale of 
easel works is the artistic enthusiasm which was drawing him into 
the buyers'market as well; a receipt dated 8th February 1820 notes 
1. The only located drawing from thiä'period in a public collection 
is a signed watercolour sketch (o. 1820) of Battersea, (Prints 
and Drawings Coll. Guildhall Lib. ). 
2. Algernon Graves, Exhibitors at the Royal Academy, (London 1906) 
and Exhibitors at the British Institution (London 1908). All 
references to Stanfield 's works shown at the AA and BI are 
taken from these compilations. b 
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that 
"I have this day bought of Mr Chas M 1.. _7 Westmacott 
a Landscape by Boulanger - for the sum of Twelve 
Pounds which I am to work out - he is to allow me 4 Pounds pr week - half of which is to be paid in 
money and the other part deducted from the Picture", 
the latter presumably being a work Stanfield was doing in part 
exobarge. 
1 That such curious arrangements coupled artistic 
passion with a predictable shortage of cash becomes clear when 
the painter was forced to write to Glossop two weeks later: 
Sir, 
It would be oonferring a lasting obligation 
it you would let me have the week's salary due 
to me from the last of the winter Season 
Of toy right to ask it from you Mr Glossop 
I'm sure you are sufficiently convinced I have 
only to add that at the present moment it would 
be of the greatest service to me, and believe me 
when I say it is my necessity and not my will 
compels me to ask It of you 
I'm Sir with the greatest respect 
your Obdt. Servt 
Clarkson StantieId2 " `'"ý 
Whatever the artist's theatrical or Academic potential he must 
have welcomed the return of a regular scenic income when Astley's 
re-opened on 3rd April 1820 with a Chinese horse-spectacular. 
3 
1. ?' receipt signed "C. Stanfield", $. B. Jupp Collection,. vol. aii, 
f. 206, (Royal Academy Lib. ); "I saw sold at Puttick's" wrote 
James Anderdon of Stanfield, "a singular agreement with the 
proprietor Lof Astley'J for painting for a fixed term at 
a given price and there was a head which Stanfield was to 
have at some price agreed upon the value of which he was to 
'work out' no money was to be it down", Anderdon Collection, ý 
vol. iii, note 288 of 1820, (BM Dept of Prints and Drawings). 
2. NS. letter dated "1l4 Pratt Place Feby 25th 1820", (VAM Lib. 80. co. 20). 
3. 'Xaia of China, or The Fatal Floodgates, by Barry'(PB BL 170). 
t 
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2.3. The Stanfields, David Roberts and work in Edinburgh 1820-21 
Leaving Stanfield to embark on a second season at Astley's, it 
is worth following again the movements of his family to set the 
context of subsequent events in 1820. 
While his sister Mary had contiz if ier career in the Edinburgh 
company of the now widowed Mrs Siddons and her brother William Murray, 
their father James Field Stanfield had early in 1817 given up 
teaching there and removed with several of his younger children, 
including Clarkson's bait-sister Maria, to Glasgow. 
In February he appeared in several elderly Shakespearean roles 
opposite John Phillip Kemble (equally elderly and on his last 
visit to Glasgow), in the Theatre Royal Company of H. Johnston. The 
attraction of the ageing Kemble was not great; "The indifferent 
business.. " threw the company into "a state of very unpromising 
uncertainty" and the house was announced to be closing on 22nd March, 
the company to disperse to Ayr and Dumbarton. 
1 From 19th May the 
management of both the Theatres Royal Glasgow and Edinburgh was 
held by Mrs Siddons and Murray, which led not only to Mary Stanfield's 
first appearance at Glasgow but the theatrical debut there of her 
half-sister and charge Elizabeth, aged six. 
2 The regime lasted to 
24th April 1819, closing with Mary as Anna opposite Kean's Norval 
in Douglas, after which the company fell back on its base at 
Edinburgh and left Glasgow in the hands of Mason, the former 
' Edinburgh actor. 
Among the company which he engaged were; as prompter, James Field 
Stanfield now, at nearly seventy years old, finished with regular 
acting. his daughter Maria a beautiful girl of sixteen, and a 
young Scottish scene-painter called David Roberts. 
1. JPS to Mary Stanfield, 16th March 1817. 
2. Mary's debut was as Sophia in The Sleep Walker, 19th March 1817. 
"Miss E Stanfield" can first be seen as the infant Paul in the 
third perfornance of The Father and his Children, 22nd Dec. 1817, 
(PBs BL 220 and 393). 
3. PBs. BL 220 and 293. 
4. Mason's opening night, 9th June 1819, saw Maria Stanfield's 
first appearance at Glasgow as Trusty in The Provok'd Husband; 4, 
Roberts first appears on a bill of 19th June, (PBs SL 220 and 393). 
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Roberts, whose theatrical career is inseparable from Stsnfield's, 
was born on 24th October 1796, the eldest child of a poor Stockbridge 
cobbler. His drawing ability had been noticed early and its 
potential wisely turned to account in 1810 when he began a five 
year apprenticeship to a house painter. In 1815, while starting 
a career in this line, a friend had induced him to show his sketches 
to the eponymous proprietor of James Bannister's Circus in North 
College Street, Edinburgh. Though on his own admission Roberts' 
knowledge of scenic art and theatre was limited to what he had seen 
from the shilling gallery, Bannister engaged him as painter at the 
Circus, and then on a tour in northern England; in practice, 
he found himself working as a painter-cum-actor factotum. 
On Bannister's managerial demise-in 1817 Roberts returned to 
housepainting but in July following was engaged at the Edinburgh 
Pantheon as assistant to the overworked and undistinguished 
actor-painter Deerlove. Here the lack of facilities - scenery 
being painted on the stage overnight between shows - and the 
exhaustion of Deerlove produced challenges to which Roberts rose 
well, his art acquiring "great rapidity and decision". A 
particularly startling example of speed and ability led the stage 
manager Monro, himself about to transfer to the Glasgow theatre, 
to persuade Mason to engage Roberts as well - which he did at thirty 
shillings per week. 
l 
Here Roberts met the elderly prompter and 
"a strong friendship sprang up between the old 
man and myself partly from what he had once been 
and partly from his cheerful disposition ... He had seen much of the world ocmbated and struggled 
with its misfortunes - but not a whit had that 
dampened the old man's fire ... There was no end to 
his anecdotes, combined to which he was a man of 
refined and cultivated mind. Had written a work 
upon Biography - was a Poet had composed several 
Irish songs - and what was greater recommendation to 
all who knew his convivial habits, could sing them 
with infinite glee himself. "2 
1. * James Ballantine, Life of David Roberts R. A., (Edinburgh 1866), 
pp. _ 
1-13, (hereafter cited as Roberts; Life). 
2. Roberts M. ff. 197-St 
3 
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A point which Roberts over-exaggerates but which is nonetheless 
basically true is that, probably through Cl&rkson's "neglect, his 
father had recently lost contact with him; consequently he was 
delighted when Roberts, during a brief engagement at Edinburgh 
early in 1820, spotted reference to some of his son's Chinese 
scenery in a London paper, made a few enquiries among visiting 
London actors and on his return to Glasgow "was able to revive 
a ray of hope in the heart of my old friend" as to Clarkson's 
well-being. 
In July 1820, after ructions with Mason, Roberts received an offer 
of £2 per week to taint for Murray and - quite penniless after 
Mason's failure to pay the company - walked the seventy miles to 
" Edinburgh. In his pocket he carried a letter of introduction 
from Stanfield senior to his son, the latter having at last sent 
word to his sister Mary that he was shortly to be expected in 
"Auld Reekie". l _ 
Provincial tours by. metropolitan actors -during their London closed 
seasons have always been a common and necessary practice. Astley's 
however, because of its distinctive product and its specialised 
staging requirements was during the 1820's. perhaps unusually well 
organised in this respect; between October and Easter the house 
regularly fielded quite a full company at provincial venues, where, 
complete with horses, they showed off their London successes, and 
as in London gave riding lessons of a morning. 
In 1817 Roberts bad briefly worked at the Edinburgh Pantheon, then 
Corri's Rooms, which Bannister and Corri bad fast equipped with a 
stage and horse ring. 
2 Thus suitably prepared, Barrymore and the 
Astley company took it and moved up en messe at the end of the 
summer. Their principal painter Stanfield, with wife and child, 
of course came too, moving into lodgings at 1, St. James' Square .3 
1. ibid., f. 199. 
2. Roberts, Life, p. 11. 
3. For address see Rin der and McKay ,asp. 
60 n. I below. 
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On opening, the scenery followed the established spectacular 
pattern including a repeat of the Coburg's North Pole sea 
effect, manifested in The Antiquary as a "Rising of the Tide" 
in which "Sir Arthur and Miss Wardour on the sands ... are 
nearly overwhelmed by the rushing of the sea, which covers the 
whole stage. " Both scenery and machinery were announced as being 
designed and painted by Stanfield and his assistants. 
1 
When this opened on 29th November a quieter but more significant 
event had already occurred, the meeting and exchange of letters 
of introduction between Stanfield and Roberts; this quickly 
resulted in "a sincere and intimte friendship which has", wrote 
Roberts,, "with one or two interruptions ever since continued. "2 
The mechanics of the two painters' professional relationship will 
be seen as it progresses but it is significant that this very line 
with which Roberts introduces his long association with Stanfield 
already strongly implies the extremes of intimacy and fierce 
rivalry to which their friendship was stretched. 
To find the roots of what was at times a contradictory relationship 
it is necessary to make something of an imaginative leap. Painted 
scenery, particularly in its illusionistic, panoramic and mechanical 
aspectsýis now so thoroughly extinct as a public art or entertain- 
ment that it is almost impossible to understand the child-like 
wonder which new innovations and successive masterpieces in the 
field excited among even sophisticated audiences. 
De Loutherbourg's celebrated Sidophusikon, a clever but not 
unprecedented mechanical contrivance, the descendants of which can 
occasionally be found in fairground side shows, was for a while the 
social rage of London and excited Gainsborough to experiments with 
I. Advert., in Edinburg h Weekly Journal, 29th Nov. 1820. 
2. Roberts M9. f. 200; cýLife, p. 18. 
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his own illusionistic "light-box". Barkers circular panorama 
of 1787 formed the basis for a pictorial entertainment system which 
lasted, even excluding its theatrical employment, until the coming 
of film. In 1823 Daguerres diorams caused a sensation with 
transforme, tion effects which added depth and mysterious change to 
static views. The success of these entertainments and the rapid 
boom in the importance of illusionistic scenery in the theatre 
are major evidence in any scientific proof of a self-evident fact - 
that the nineteeth century in term of theatre or quasi-theatrical 
entertainment, was primarily an age of pictorial spectacle. It is 
part of this study to suggest to what degree Stanfield contributed 
to this but it is evident that by the mid-century the scenic die 
was cast for better or worse; two dramatic and well-known 
examples my suffice. In 1832 William Grieve's scenery for 
Robert 1e Diable was so rapturously received that he became the 
first scene-painter to be called to the stage to receive the 
homage of his public, and ten years later Stanfield's scenery 
in Acis and Galatea so stunned the audience that they "ecstatically 
applauded LtJ as though it had been a distinguished actor". 
1 
Here then was a field in which rivalry and emulation must have 
been rife, even discounting the fact that Stanfield and Roberts 
were also rival artists outside the theatre and bad very different 
personal characteristics. Public criticism is also rarely 
scrupulously fair and when it is realised that the names "Stanfield 
and Roberts" are as frequently found linked as separate, that they 
are usually in that order and in cases of comparison it is usually 
Stanfield who is given the edge, then personal tensions are readily 
understood. 
Such tension permeates Roberts' account of his early association 
with Stanfield and from his viewpoint a sub-title to their 
relationship might be "a study in jealousy". Yet this would be 
unfair on several grounds; first, it is. to Roberts' eternal credit 
1. See William Grieve in DNB.; Westland Marston, Our Recent Actors, 
(2 vols., London 1888), vol. i, p. 63. 
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that it was he rather than the unliterary Stanfield who set 
down their early careers in the memoir he wrote for his daughter. 
Second, there is reason to suppose that Roberts, a touchy 
individual, had wider resentments than merely against Stanfield 
and clearly in the latter's case his own honesty and admiration 
madelevery effort within his limits to give credit where it was 
due. Much of the value of. his account, is that be did not fully 
succeed; thus, not merely does he provide an important window 
C- 
into Stanfield's vices but the contraditions and factual inaccuracies 
1, 
which can be detected in his record, assist in caaiteracting his 
Was and rather illuminate than obscure the ambivalence of his 
own viewpoint. 
That in the end the two men's friendship weathered the atorms, that 
the rivalry was played down in the official Life of Roberts and 
that the Life, published just before Stanfield died, was touchingly 
dedicated to him by Roberts' family, are all a measure of the deep 
regard which at bottom existed between the two. 
The friendship begun, the first test of it came remarkably swiftly - 
to Roberts' admiration and dismsy. At the Pantheon Stanfield's 
scenes 
"made as they have done every where else 
an immense impression - so much so that 
before the following Spring he ultimately 
superceded me at the Theatre Royal - and in 
a new Piece - in which I had painted the 
whole of the scenery some of the principle 
were cut out to make way for his - this the 
manager was perfectly justified in doing - 
but it was done in a way that out me to the 
quick and which quite opened my eyes as to 
what I might trust to in that quarter - who 
although I know him to be strickly honourable 
in everything else - will stand on little 
ceremony in pushing aside any who may stand 
between him and his advancement in art - as 
afterwards found by sad experience - But 
--which after all invariably turned out for the 
best although at the time I could not see it - 
I regret to say this but Cit isJ too often the 
case amongst men of talent but setting that 
aside, there are few of his friends for whom 
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be bas a greater esteem ban I. 7- and 
amongst my own there are few indeed that 
I would sooner ask a favour from .... I 
was placed alongside of a man who has 
proved a colosus in art but particularly 
in Scenepaiating - hithertoe I had been 
groping my way in the dark as well as I 
could. I had seen now paint but myself - 
as to real works of art I had had little or 
no opportunity of ever seeing any L. fore 
was a man that had not only seen the first 
specimens of scene painting in the Metro- 
polis but was intimate with some of the 
leading artists of the day and at that time 
no inconsiderable artist himself in Oil 
Painting ;J like himself with other 
artists -I profited much from his acquaint- 
ance - for now I can safely say that I have 
learnt more from an artists conversation 
than ever I did from seeing him paint. 
Whilst painting at both the theatres 
Stanfield did not neglect his oil Pictures. 
several of which he painted & exhibited 
at the /FdinburghJ Spring Exhibition of 
1821. - at his sstioa I commenced a 
Picture rin oil/ for the first time and 
had the vanity to send it to the Exhibition 
at the same-time - and had the mortification 
of having it turned out as unworthy whilst 
that of my rivals was the talk of the town. " 
1 
Whether Stanfield as Roberts seems to imply, was painting scenery 
at both theatres simultaneously is unclear; evidently Murray at 
the Theatre Royal had come to some accommodation with Barrymore 
over his painter's services, with the result that for a short while 
he had a house sacked with metropolitan talent - in which hierarchy 
Roberts, a relative newcomer to the scene, could have had little 
ground for complaint. When the Theatre Royal season bad opened 
Roberts was already playing second fiddle to "Mr Grieve" of the 
Theatre Royal Covent Garden and when on 12th February Henri Quatre, 
appeared, the full panoply of the spectacle department was revealed 
< 1. , 
Roberts M4. ff. ]9-20; for S tanfield 's exhibited works see the 
catalogue of exhibitors in F. Rinder and W. D. McKay, The Royal 
Scottish Academy- 1826-1916, (Glasgow 1917), p. 369. 
2. ""-" Advert., in The Edinburgh Weekly Journal, 15th Nov. 1820. 
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on the bills; 
"The. Scenery designed by Mr Grieve, 
Mr John Grieve, and Mr Bradwell, of the 
Theatre-Royal Covent Garden, by 
Mr Stanfield of Astley's Amphitheatre, 
London, and by Mr Roberts. The Dresses 
by Mr Palmer, of the Theatre-Royal, Covent 
Garden, and Mr James M'Alpine. The 
Machinery designed by Mr Ronaldson, and 
Mr /johnJ Bradwell, of the Theatre-Royal, 
Covent Garden, and executed by them, and 
under the Entire Superintendence of 
Mr Ronaldaan. " 
Even discounting the ambiguous wording, Murray had carried off 
quite a coup to have at one time two of the famous scenic family. 
and the carpenter from Co rent Garden, as well as Stanfield - 
this season providing the only explicit example of Stanfield and 
the Grieves ever working together, as well as the only instance in 
adult life of the painter working in the same company as his sister 
Mary. 
The patent theatre contingent having departed, 'rin March Stanfield 
and Roberts shared in the scenery for J. H. Payne's adaptation of 
Monsieur Victor's Therese, the Orphan of Geneva of which, again 
due to the assiduity of Roberts as a memorialist and James Anderdon 
as a snapper-up of trifles, it is possible to identify the earliest 
known Stanfield scene design. 
Drawn in pen and wash the design is in fact two drawings, an both 
aides of a single small sheet, given to Anderdon by Roberts in 1858 
and inscribed by the donor "Sketch by Clarkson Stanfield for a 
scene painted at The Edinburgh Theatre in 1821 - Lake of Geneva". 
(p1.11), The side so identified is undoubtedly the scene for Act I 
of Therese "The Pleasure Grounds at the Chateau of the Countess de 
Morville With a distant View of the-City of Lausanne and Lake of 
Geneva". 2 The rather more accomplished wish drawing on the reverse 
is not indentifiable (p1.12); close inspection however shows a 
1. PH , 9th Feb. 1821, 
(Edinburgh Public Lib. ). 
2. PB, 14th March, (Edinburgh Public Lib. ). 
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pencilled-in structure to stage left and again a suggestion of 
a ground row fence interrupted by a formal entrance; this is 
evidently a similar thought to the "lake of Geneva" sketch and 
so the scene drawn over it, if not a version of that, is 
presumably for something later and probably not in Therese. 
The drawings are not scaled and to assume that they are necessarily 
more than preliminary thoughts would be unreasonable; they show, 
especially the unidentified one, a pleasing depth of view, though 
owing more to the Scottish lowlands than the rugged geography 
Stanfield had yet to learn in the Alps. 
To Roberts' relief this was one of the last of Stanfield's 
contributions to the Edinburgh stage. Apart from the insistent 
call of the Royal Academy as exhibition time approached, Astley's 
bad as usual, to open on Easter Monday; it was also evident that 
Mrs Stanfield was expecting another child in the autumn - another 
reason for returning to London. 
In Stanfield's contribution to Astley's new season there are 
clear indications of spin-off from the Edinburgh trip; the 
"Caledonian Military Spectacle" cooked up by Barrymore as Gregarach 
The Highland Watchword made great play of its "Display of Scenery, 
from Views taken on the Spot by Mr Stanfield" - nninly in the 
Edinburgh and Firth of Forth area - and described on the bills in 
almost panoramic detail, which characteristic aas presumably their 
attraction for the twenty-eight performances which the piece 
sustained. 
1 This, with the painter's contribution to the Academy, 
St Bernard's Well, near Edinburgh, put an artistic full stop to 
his Scottish expedition. It was clear however, that further 
consequences with regard to Roberts were imminent. 
1. PB BL 170. 
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2.4. Return to the Coburg 1821 - August 1822. 
The end of the Astley's trial winter seas an early in 1820 is 
the last point at which the Glossop purse can be seen underpinning 
the Barrymore management, but Stanfield's return to the Coburg 
for the winter season in October 1821 an Barrymore's reappearance 
there early in 1822 at least maintain as an open question the 
contractual or informal relationship which existed between the 
three in the intervening period. 
At the Coburg Glossop had in fact made some quite important 
changes, having bought out both Dunn's and Serres' shares in 
the house, made several changes of stage-manager ending up with 
another one time seaman, T. P. Cooke, in that office on Stanfield's 
return. 
1 He had also engaged a new painter under Scruton in 
May 1820, the young and talented Charles Tonkin. Scruton, 
perhaps wisely from his own point of view, shortly moved on to 
other engagements which left Stanfield and Tomkins - who in 
practice seem to have shared equal honours - with a clear field. 
2 
James Robinson Planche, an experienced dramatist and, as a costume 
historian, shortly to be a key figure in Charles Kemble's important 
historical revivals at Covent Garden was one of the first to detect 
both the quality and an attractive informality in the new combination. 
"I was much struck one evening, " he wrote, "by 
the admirable painting of the interior of a 
Swiss Cottage with a wooden gallery and stair- 
case, and meeting Glossop in the lobby between 
the acts of the piece - the title of which has 
escaped me -I complimented him on the possession 
of so good an artist and inquired his name. 
'That scene', he replied, 'was painted by two boys. 
Come behind with me and you shall see them; they 
will be pleased with your praise. ' I followed 
him and on the stage saw two lads playing at 
leap-frog. These were the painters. I was 
introduced to them. The name of the youngest 
1. James Winston, (Alfred L. Nelson and Gilbert B. Cross, eds. ), 
Drury Lane Journal, Selections fron James Winston's Diaries 1819-1827. 
(London 1974), 3rd July 1820. Glossop is said to have paid Dunn and 
Serres £3000. each and now held seven-eighths of the shares. 
2. Tomkins'tirst appearance, 29th May 1820, (PB BL 174). Something of 
Scruton's work can be seen in his juvenile dram version of a scene 
from the Coburg's Lodoiska, published by West in November 1821, 
reproduced in TN vol. xxx, no-3 (1976), P1.3. He made one or two 
subsequent appearances with Stanfield-but was principal at Astley's 
from April 1822; "a good artist .., now in America".. wrote Charles Dibdin of him in 1830, (Dibdin, 
_Memoirs 
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was Charles Tomkins; the other's name 
was Clarkson Stanfield. " 1 
The attested reputation of scene-painters to be a lighthearted 
or at least humorously inclined coterie hardly explains this 
curious recollection when one considers that Planche who remembered 
him as a "lad" was in fact three years younger than Stanfield's 
twenty-eight years. 
Stanfield's association with, and friendship for, the young 
Toakins seems to have been unusually brotherly bearing in mini the 
frictions which have so far been evident in nearly all stages of 
his artistic career. For a short while until Tomkins left the 
theatre in February 1822, the partnership "Stanfield and Tomkins" 
almost rivals the later Stanfield and Roberts combination for its 
regularity of appearance. In fact it is in one way closer, since 
the two as Planche indicates, did not only share out different 
scenes but for the most part painted the same ones. Dirk Hatteraick, 
the Dutch Smuggler which opened on 29th October shows for example, 
a degree both of romantic and authentic topography and an exact 
but complex allocation of responsibility so far unevidenced in 
Stanfield's career; 
Act 1- The Glen of Derncleugh .... Mess. Stanfield & Tomkins 
The Park of Woodburn, the Seat of Colonel 
Mannering from a Sketch by Mr Stanfield & painted 
by Mess. Stanfield & Tomkins. 
Act 2- The Interior of a Ruined Tower, By Mess. Stanfield 
& Tomkins. 
A VIEW of the CUSTOM-HOUSE at PQRMN-FERRY, & 
PRISON adjacent, by MOCNLIGHT. The Destruction 
of the Custom-House, by Fire.... Invented by 
Mr Stanfield and painted by Messrs. Stanfield & 
Tomkins. 
Act 3-A View of the Tower of Derncleugh off Warrock Point, 2 
sketched on the Spot, and painted by Mr Stanfield... 
1. ' J. R. Planche, Recollections and Reflections, (2n1 ed., London 1901), 
p. 89; probably referring to sc. 2 in Adelaide, or the Fatal 
Seduction, 18th Feb. 1822. 
2. PB BL 174. 
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Nor was only the Scottish trip still being put to use; on 
5th November The Renowned Mandarin, Wang Fong opened as an 
afterpiece with "A View in the Garden at Che-King, in China, 
in the Palace of the Great Wang-Fong... " which itself gave 
evidence of. a new kind of publicity - based not on the boasted 
length which-preparations had taken but on the speed with which 
the two artists had worked; "The Scene painted by Messrs Stanfield 
and Tomkins (without Assistants) and commenced painting on 
Friday, Nov. 2nd. " 1 As a background for various speciality 
acts the scene survived the piece for which it had been so speedily 
created, until its glory was eclipsed by the greatest of Glossop's 
Coburg extravagances. 
Early in November the manager had gone to Paris to look into means 
on obtaining a looking-glass curtain and the theatre closed in the 
third week of December to allow for the installation of this five. 
ton, thirty-two by thirty-six foot novelty in time for the Christmas 
holiday. 2 Its reception was typical of a Coburg audience, a 
considerable initial interest; shortly supplanted by a loud call 
from someone in the "gods" to be shown "smut else". It was a 
similar "indignant deity" who at about the same time during a 
wretchedly presented Coburg melodrama raised the immortal cry 
"We don't expect no grammar but you might let the scenes meet" 
which, whatever the splendours of particular Coburg scenery, puts 
the management of it into a more down-to-earth perspective. 
3 
In March 1822 the painting staff underwent radical changes. 
Tomkins left after Adelaide, or the Fatal Seduction and Wilkins 
and Mathews reappeared to be joined when the new season opened on 
1. PB BL 174.1 
2. Winston, Jou i, ikth Nov. 1821. 
3. Plansche, Recollections, pp. 89-90. 
I 
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8th April by "R. Jones, Pupil of Mr Stanfield". As has been shown, 
it is probable that Jones had been apprenticed to Stanfield since 
1817; the terms of such apprenticeships are not known but if 
that of Roberts as a house painter, five years, is any indication 
1822 would be a reasonable date for his coming-out. ` He had a 
first rate show - in which to do soy H. M. Milner's Life In Paris, a 
piece of great scenic complexity but only slight plot, being in 
effect a sort at panorama of Paris by instalments, based on 
drawings by Frederick Nash the architect. The numerical breakdown 
of the scenic attributions again shows the degree to which 
Stanfield predominated; Mathews, two; Wilson, one; Wilson and 
Mathews, one; Wilson and Jones, one; Wilson, Mathews and Jones, 
one; Wilson and Stanfield, one; Wilson, Mathews, Jones and 
Stanfield, one; Stanfield, ten; unattributed, two. 
1 
The Times, which but rarely devoted any attention to the Coburg, 
became quite eloquent, both on the closed-season redecoration of 
the house, which had taken place partly at the bands of the 
scene-painters, and on the piece itself 
"whose object appeared to be ... the display 
or exemplification of the true principles 
of 'larking', as it is technically termed. 
Of its merits, it would be as useless to 
express a doubt, as it would have been idle 
to expect the existence. But of the scenery, 
for whose introduction it has been made the 
vehicle, it would be difficult to speak in 
terms of adequate praise. The distant view 
of Paris, at night, displaying the method of 
lighting the city, and the illuminated gardens 
of Tivoli, ZS'tanfiel t are among the imposing 
representations; but they were all of them 
among the finest specimens we ever witnessed 
of the scenic art; and are calculated ... to 
reward the enterprise and spirit of the manage- 
ment of the theatre". 2 
Not surprisingly the piece ran for an uninterrupted. four weeks. 
1. PB BL 174. Wilson is possibly a misprint for Wilkins. 
2. Times. 9th April 1822. 
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The return of Barrymore to the Coburg in June as stage and 
acting-manager presaged a period of further internal upheaval 
in the house - changes which for the most part were neither under 
his control nor that of his principal painter. 
One thing which was ef'f'ected, and on which Barrymore presumably 
bad a direct bearing, was the manner in which the spectacular 
side was promoted. Barrymore's experience and eye for telling 
points of salesmanship have already been noted; examination of 
the bills in general shows that while he was as verbose as any in 
his puftery, he did not believe in confusing the public by diluting 
the advertised responsibility for major elements in his work among 
a plethora of technicians. He seems to have had a clear idea who 
were the key men in the relevant departments and sold his 
productions on their talents. This certainly applies to his own 
contributions which were clearly stated at all times to be 
"Written and Produced under the Direction of Mr W. Barrymore", or 
similar wording, and Stanfield also, as undisputed principal 
painter was now treated in the same style. "The Scenery" for 
Guilderoy. the Bonny Bot on 25th June 1822 was "designed and painted 
by Mr Stanfield and Assistantsn1 - who were, as appears by a later 
departure from such economical attributions, those painters who 
had been employed when Barrymore arrived, that is Wilkins, Mathews, 
Jones, Morris and Walker. 
2 
The high point of the summer was the engagement of Grimaldi and his 
song for six weeks from ist July - though their run was 
interrupted by the fact that Grimaldi, who should have been'resting 
from, a strenuous season at Sadlers Wells, fell ill in mid-season. 
Before this however, he produced and appeared in Disputes in China, 
a pantomime in which Stanfield's scenery "from Views taken on the 
Spot" included one of the "Whampoa River" - though how it was 
enhanced by Grimaldi singing "Hot Coddlings" in front of it is 
perhaps best left uninvestigated. That again the item was popular - 
3 
1. PB, 19th Aug. 1822, (TM). * fosepk S. Grimq(di. 
2. PB for Edward the B1ack'Prince, 19th Aug. 1822, (TM) 
3. PB, 15th July 1822, (TM). 
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riding no doubt on the general craze for Chinoiserie - is shown 
by its continued use as a background to various other interlude 
acts through the season. 
If the authenticity of the Chinese scene, based on Stanfield's own 
sketches was a hit, Edward the Black Prince which followed on 
19th August held the stage not so much on topographical but 
historical authenticity, sources being quoted on the bills 
albeit fairly loosely. That the attempt at veracity of scene 
and costume was a decided success is evident again from The Times 
which discerned in the production "tolerably close attention to 
historical accuracy" found the scenery "magnificent, the dresses 
appropriate... the pageants splendid" - though the acting was 
generally poor. 
l 
2.5. Mr Elliston 
Stanfield's return to London from Scotland, if to continued professional 
progress, was not without personal setbacks. After a brief return 
to Pratt St. the family moved to 8 Mount Gardens, Westminster Rd; 
here, on 31st October 1821 Stanfield's second child Mary Elizabeth 
was born and consequent to this. Plrs Stanfield died, aged twenty-two. 
2 
There is no record of the effect this private tragedy had on Stanfield 
himself, left with two very small children but it is possible that 
some of the practical problems were solved by his family's assistance. 
Mary, his sister appears to have left the Edinburgh Company at the 
latest in June 1822 and may have spent some time with her brother; 
it is also probable that about this time James Stanfield moved to 
London., to be near the one among his children who must have been both 
a financial and moral prop to his otherwise conspicuously unsuccessful 
1. Times, 20th Aug. 1822, (see p. 70, n. 2). 
2. MS. Diary of Christine Bicknell (nee Roberts), 31st Oct. 1846, 
for date of birth, (private coll. ) ; St. Mary's Lambeth, Reg. 
of Burials, 29th Nov. 1821, (GIZ Archives). 
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family. 1 In these circumstances it is not to be wondered at 
that possibly misery, certainly necessity, drove Stanfield to 
the marathons of all night endurance which have already been 
mentioned. Glossop's faults apart it would have been encouraging 
to his principal painter to have the manager express his confidence 
by buying one of the easel works which be exhibited at the British 
Institution in 1822.2 
But whatever Stanfield's own efforts and successes on stage and in 
the gallery during mid-1822, the canvas on which his future progress 
would be painted was already being stretched and primed over a 
wider area and by other hands than his own. Given that he was 
becoming a successful scene-painter at a time when the patent 
theatres still exercised their tr. ditional if diminishing dominance 
over the London stage, it was inevitable that sooner or later 
Drury lane or Covent Garden would become a mayor element in the 
developing picture. 
Brom the ashes over-which the elderly Sheridan had been frond 
warming himself in 1809, the Theatre Royal Drury Lane had, by 1812, 
risen again in the glory of Wyatt's new design. The promise of 
the architecture was unhappily not reflected in the management; 
despite individual successes, principally Kean's debut and triumph, 
the theatre's fortunes sank and it closed in June 1819 with debts 
of nearly £91p00. 
That September, Robert William Ellistcn, comedian, achieved the 
summit of his ambition. He obtained a fourteen year lease of the 
theatre, promised renovations, and embarked on an energetic programme 
to bring success to his new doeain. 
1. Mary Stanfield appears to have last played at Edinburgh in the 
season ending June 1822 (J. C. Dibdin, Annals, pp. 298,498). 
That'she and her brother kept house together is stated by his 
niece, though when and where is not , (see , Cuthbert to Bagshawe, 
ibid. ). 
2. -European Vaga. zine, April 1820, p. 370. 
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His main problem was that facing Regency theatre in general; 
"the failure of the greatest literary talent of the age to 
produce stageworthy plays. "' 
1 
It is only the fact of "the dram's" failure, not its causes, 
which is relevant here; for it produced in Elliston an explosion 
of ideas for theatrical alternatives. He engaged the best 
personnel available; those writers who could produce, Winston and 
Russell as acting and stage-managers, Dixon and Gaetano Marinari 
as scene-painters and an acting company topped by himself atzt Kean. 
He installed new gas lighting on stage and in the house. He meide 
a determined attempt to stage Shakespeare well, with essays at 
historical accuracy which were copied elsewhere; 
2 he allowed Kean 
in King Lear to attempt scenic effects ä la Lcutherbourg, pioneered 
the breeches role using Eliza Vestris, expanded into opera, put as 
Byron's first play Marino Faliero (amid a welter of litigation) and 
enjoyed himself enormously playing George IV in a popular simulacrum 
of the coronation. 
By 1822 Ellistcn had learnt that it was the novel and spectacular 
which was paying the bills, and that to survive he would have to 
perform something of a volte face with regard to his earlier, 
hotly-defended, legitimate pretensions. This he did with customary 
disingenuity. "In the spirited and extravagant manner (with) which 
at that time ... he entered into all his managerial speculations" 
he prepared to disburse £35,000 on the structural alterations needed 
to make Drury lane convenient for spectacle3; at the same time he 
began to cast around for reinforcements for his so far not very 
distinguished, Fainting-room. 
Before his return to the Coburg in June 1822, Barrymore had again 
been engaged over Christmas by Murray at the Edinburgh Theatre Royal 
is Christopher Murray, Robert William Elliston, Manager, (Landon 1915) , 
p. 85. 
2. The quotation of historical sources in the bills for the Coburg's 
Edward the Black Prince was probably an imitation of Elliston's 
similar citations for Kean's Richard III, 8th Nov. 1819 (of. Murray , 
E11 iston, p. 88). 
3. Roberts &H. f. 22. 
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where Roberts' work had so pleased him that he promised to recommend 
the painter to some London managers, should he wish to seek his 
fortune there. 1 In spring 1822, Murray unexpectedly told Roberts 
he would be laid off for three or four months in the summer and, 
should he wish to retire to another position this would be 
understood; Roberts instantly wrote to Barrymore to redeem his 
promise. 
To the latter the hint proved a godsend, for Roberts could hardly 
know then that Elliston 
"was anxious to add to the scenic department rof Drury IaneJ the talent of Stanfield then 
at the Coburg ... Barrymore was aware of the 
overtures made to Stanfield and knowing how 
much the success of his own pieces depended on 
the scenery of the latter - in order to prevent 
his going there proposed me ffobertsJto 
Ellis ton or in case of his not accepting me and 
engaging Stanfield to retain me for the Coburg - 
during the latter end of the summer I received 
a letter from Barrymore requesting on the part 
of Mr. B. that I would state to the latter 
whether I felt inclined to accept an engagement 
and on what terms. " 
Roberts immediately caught the Leith smok and on arrival in Lord n 
was introduced to Elliston's acting-manager James Winston - 
Elliston being in the country, Winston could only suggest that until 
he returned Roberts share in decorating the Olympic Theatre, Elliston's 
other house; Barrymore said that Roberts should either paint his own 
work or now and profited by Elliston's absence by employing him 
o. tem., at the Coburg. 
3 Moreover, well knowing that Elliston 
"whose powers of persuasion amounted to fascination"; was quite 
capable of employing Roberts and suborning Stanfield too, Barrymore 
tried his best to have Roberts take a permanent engagement in the 
Coburg. 
1. Roberts, Life, p. 19. 
2. Roberts NS. f. 22. 
3. ibid. * f. 23. 
4. Joseph Cowell, Thirty Years Passed among the Players (New York 1845), 
p. 44. 
72. 
Thus Roberts' first London show, shared with Stanfield was 
George Neofarren Snr. 's Guy Fawkes, opening on 23rd September. 
The scenery according to the bills was "from Scarce Drawings" 
and "designed by Mr Stanfield", and it provides an example of the 
difficulties of attributing scenes to particular painters without 
strong corroboration. 
Roberts' identification of the first scene he painted as a 
"Gothic Screen" - used for long afterwards as a stock piece - 
equates reasonably enough with the bill's attribution to him of 
"King James's Study". Roberts' recollection of painting the 
entrance to the vaults under the House of Lords however contradicts 
the bills'claims that this was by Wilkins, and that Roberts did the 
view of Old Palace Yard. 
1 Who actually did what is not to be 
resolved here; it is however worth noting the ease with which 
this sort of contradiction occurs. Also worthy of note is the 
argument which has been advanced that the scenery of 1822 formed 
the basis of a published juvenile version of the play in 185k and 
that an extant drawing of the old Painted Chamber may be related 
to the *scarce" items vaunted as sources by the bills. 
2 Coupled 
with Edward, the Black Prince, Guy Fawkes was a success which only 
missed one night from its opening until the end of the Coburg 
season on 28th October. 
Barrymore's anxiety to retain Stanfield and Roberts sprang not 
only from their excellence and Elliston's threatening desire to 
capture one or both, but from the now precarious administrative 
situation at the Coburg. 
This ras in truth nearing a state of sauve-gui-Mut. The details 
are not clear but there is convincing evidence that the Glossop 
empire - at least that part of it controlled by Joseph, the Coburg 
1. Roberts M. f. 24; Roberts Life, p. 22; PB BL 174. 
2. Martin Holmes, A Whichelo Rr%! dM and its Derivative, in T_, N 
vol. xviii1 no. 1, (1962), p. 16. 
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proprietor - was dangerously overextended. Old Francis Glossop 
himself told Tom Dibdin that all-in-all he lost f27ß00 in the 
Coburg and much of this must have been run up by the autumn 
of 1822.1 The loss notwithstanding, the Glossop enthusiasm for 
dramatic speculation had continued to be indulged by their 
leasing the old East London Theatre in partnership with Dur. It 
was in fact reported that Glossop senior bad bought the theatre 
for £1ZO 00 in November 1821, though this is more likely to 
represent the sum expended in renovations by the new lessees. 
To this new enterprise the resources of the Coburg were also 
expected to stretch. Dunn opened the theatre on 9th September 1822 
announcing that "the Scenic Department will be under the Direction 
of Mr Stanfield (and his Pupils and Assistants) late principal of 
the Royal Coburg Theatre" ?a distortion which*at least shows 
how the Glosaope were sowing the seedsdiscord in their own ranks, 
since Barrymore could hardly have been pleased that his proprietors 
were juggling left hand against right with his principal painting 
asset; it also suggests that Stanfield himself may not have been 
playing a purely passive role. 
Duumts puffery however proved to be no more than that; Stanfield 
my have been a consultant at the East London, but there is no 
evidence of his painting there again and the house had to make do 
with "Master Jones, Pupil of Mr Stanfield", aided it appears by 
S tanfield's brother. 3 
It was in fact Roberts who first left the Coburg; Barrymore is 
blandishments did nothing to change his growing conviction "firstly 
that with Stanfield in the same Theatre I had little chance indeed 
1. Hamilton and Baylis, The Old Vic, p. 17. 
2. The theatre was put up for sale in June 1820 and leased to 
Glossop and Dunn in 1821. Vickers was owner, with Dunn still 
manager, when the place was burnt down in 1826. (Cuttings in 
Local History Coll., Box 795, Tower Hamlets Lib. ). For the 
report of Glossop Snr. buying the house see Winston, Journal, 
loth Nov. 1821. 
3. Announcement bill, (TM); see van der Merwe, Stanfield Brothers , p. 10. 
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- second, Drury Lane I well knew was the field I could best 
shine in, the then scene painters Marinari and Andrews being 
both old men. " 
1 
His luck for the moment held firm; Ellistan returned from 
Leamington at the end of September and as a trial had Roberts paint 
two scenes for Drury lane's Christmas pantomime, then in preparation; 
the first of these, "Old St Paul's", settled Roberts' engagement 
but typically, Elliston left him dangling, until Roberts cannily 
forced his band by re-engaging himself to Murray for two months 
until Christmas. 
2 This beat Elliston at his own game; the 
"diverting vagabond" immediately expressed himself astonished that 
Roberts should wish to return to Edinburgh, more so that he intended 
to keep his word to Murray, and promptly signed him on a three year 
contract to date from Ist January 1823.3 Roberts, well pleased, 
left for Scotland little thinking how soon the plans of mice and 
men would go astray. 
9 
For what he did"not know was the now critical state of Joseph Glossop's 
affairs. A suggestion had reached Elliston at the end of September, 
possibly from Glossop himself that he "contemplated running away 
from this country" and on 6th November application was made to the 
police to have him taken for forgery "he being about to leave England 
tomorrow". The law's delays however seem to have staved this off 
a while and it was only on the 18th November that Winston heard that 
the bird had flown. 
4 
We may conjecture the uncertainty into which 
this news cast Barrymore and the Coburg company. 
1. Roberts NB. f. 24. 
2. ibid., f. 25; Roberts says the other scene he selected 
to do was"New St Pauls. This seems to have been completed 
by Marinari who took the credit for it. 
3. A version of_ the agreement appears in Roberts, Life, p. 22. 
4. Winston, Journal, 23rd Sept., 6th Nov., 18th Nov. 1822. 
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The last piece of this complex jigsaw of forces fell into place 
four days later. Old Robert Andrews the Drury Lane scene-painter, 
had been ill since the start of November and on the 22nd he died; 
Elliston, thus left without one of his principals in mid-preparation 
for Dibdin's pantomime Gote and Magog was caught off his guard. 
He wrote to Murray, asking for the return of Roberts - which 
request Murray, with his own holiday preparations in hand, neither 
showed to Roberts nor consented to - and faced with impending 
crisis Ellis ton reacted with extravagant resource. 
I 
Pinning little faith in the steady but unspectacular qualities of 
his other principal Marinari, he brought from Edinburgh at great 
expense, the veteran Scottish scene-painter Alexander Nasmyth (as 
we shall see, a friend and mentor of both Stanfield and Roberts) - 
and then prevailed on Barrymore to liberate Stanfield to assist him. 
Stanfield who in the autumn closed season had assisted in major 
redecoration of the Coburg, 
2 
was of course now responsible for 
Barrymore's Christmas shows but what-with his own celebrated 
velocity of work and his assistants bad presumably got matters well 
in hand; even if he had not, neither he nor Barrymore, wondering 
perhaps how long the Coburg could continue following Glossop's 
absoondenoe, were in any position to refuse Elliston's request. 
That Elliston was in a buyer's market as regards Stanfield's services 
can be seen in the comparative salaries he paid the three outside 
painters involved in the pantomime. }1asmyth's fee for four scenes 
out of twenty-one and the prestige of his name was £125; 
Stanfield by contrast received £20 for three and Roberts while doing 
his two trial scenes had the same as Barrymore had paid him at the 
Coburg, £4 per week. 
3 Thus within a few weeks a combination of 
disparate circumstances conspired to land Stanfield on the boards of 
1. Winston, Journal, 22nd Nov. 1822; Roberts, Life, p. 23. 
2. He had done the panoramic views in the new saloon. 
3. DL Accounts and Receipts BL Add. M4.29711; 27th Dec. 1822; 
to "Stanfield Painter ) 20"; 31st Dec. 1822, to 
"Nasmyth for Pant. L£ 125" . Roberts, Life, p. 22. 
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a patent theatre, having now spent six years in minor and 
provincial houses. This engagement. half- accidentally begun, 
was to last for exactly twelve years. 
', '. IL's - 
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cxaPIM 3 
AT DRURY Imo, 1822-26 
"In painted cloth, the Story of the Prodigal" 
(Randolph, The Muse's Looking Glass) 
3.1. Two pantomimes and a contract. 
Ellistonts revised ambitions for Drury Luis, specifically the aim 
of improving his spectacle de artment., did not menage to=subdue old 
habits of inertia without feeling their dying kick. 
The-most charitable description of his first effort, the pantomime 
Gog and Magog is that it was a false start. The scenario by Dibdin, 
his thirty-fourth of the species, had been favourably received both 
by Elliston and Nasmyth; the performers on the other hand had from 
the beginning distrusted the complex trickery intended. Their fears 
about the capacity of the carpenters were correct; due to a total 
lack of technical rehearsal and, according to Dibdin, the operations 
of hidden malice, every single trick misfired; a grim contrast to 
Covent Garden's offering in which, as The Times was swift to point 
out, not one failed. 
1 In such circumstances no-one was particularly 
interested in the scenery; The Examiner while admitting some of it 
to be very good, administered the coup-de-grace by adding that it was 
only by the order of scenes that it had been able to follow the 
course of the plot. 
2 
Having been hissed when it opened on Thursday (Boxing Day) the show 
was consigned to oblivion on Saturday. On Sunday evening Dibdin, 
called suddenly to the theatre found himself faced with an ad hoc 
tribunal headed by Elliston who confirmed that he had engaged Barrymore 
for £60 to bring in his own carpenter, machinist and pantomime actors 
and to produce a new pantomime without delay. 
3 
Elliston looking at the superb and clockwork smooth operations at 
1. Thomas Dibdin, Reminiscences; (London 1827), pp. 244-5; Times, 
27th Dec. 1822. 
2. Examiner, 30th Dec. 1822. 
3. T. Dibdin, op. cit., pp. 250-1; Winston Journal, 29th Dec. 1822. 
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Covent Garden including a moving panorama of the Thames by the 
Grieves, had evidently decided that sterner measures were required 
than his traditional tactic of haranguing the unfortunate Saul, 
his own carpenter, and his assistants. Barrymore when be arrived 
was indeed diplomatic enough to express to Dibdin his own astonishment 
that he could have achieved anything with the men and material avail- 
able to him at the Lane. 
1 
Dibdin's somewhat jaundiced view of Barrymore's swiftly executed 
revisions imply that the result, Harlequin and The Golden Axe, was 
a razee of two pantomimes produced earlier at Astley's and the 
Coburg2 but while the tricks my have been plagiarised there was 
little material change from the script of Gog and Magog. 
3 The shake- 
up in the tricks is not relevant here but it was parallelled by 
equally drastic scenic revisions. Gog and Magog bad been composed 
of almost unrelievedly architectural pieces and Barrymore with fine 
disregard for artistic amour-propre (and perhaps with the experience 
to know that something less interesting and more wonderful was required) 
out out fourteen.. of the twenty-one scenes which had been prepared. These 
included Stanfield's "Ancient Fawkes Hall", Roberts' "Old St Paul's", 
Nasmyth's "Old London" and four pieces by the senior house painter 
) rinari. Table 1 (p. 79) shows how the reminder, thinly disguised, 
were augmented and reallocated. Whether söme of the new additions 
came from stock is uncertain; Dixon's possibly did since he was not 
a regular house artist at this time, and we may hazard that such pieces 
as "Cardmaker and Baker's" and"Looking Glass Manufactory" were at most 
standard types dictated by the mechanical or human trickwork intended. 
Stanfield's further contribution had him at work night and day for a 
week4 and his two new effects scenes with ? arinari's topical addition, 
a scene of the ancient boat found in the River Rother and seen in 
1. T. Dibdin, Reminiscences, p. 255. 
2. ibid., p. 253" 
3. On which grounds the Examiner (larpent) dispensed with the 
necessity of a new license; see Larpent to Winston, 3rd Jan. 1823, 
in 1823-25 vol., of James Winston, A Collection of memoranda, 
documents, playbills ... etc., relating to Drury Lane Theatre ... 161-9-'-1830. British Library, C. 120. h. 1 ; cf. Winston Journal, p. 157, n. 12. 
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London earlier in 1822, show how Barrymore was adding leavening 
to what had previously been heavy fare. - That Stanfield bad now 
produced five scenes for the two shows, had lost only one in revisions, 
and thus in heuristic terms was the only painter still "in credit" 
also indicates even more specifically where Barrymore was placing 
his bets. He wisely backed them with technical rehearsals lasting 
into the early hours of 5th and 6th January 1823 and despite the 
continued carping of TheTimes carried off a well earned reward 
when the show opened on the latter night. 
"Mr Elliston" wrote one critic, "has ... 
exhibited the spirit Zo-f a swift reeoverZ7 
in the rapidity with which he has brought 
out his new pantomime, which at any rate 
possesses the average merit of this 
description of extravaganza. The scenery 
is highly tasteful, 
_. particularly a 
fairy 
lake by moonlight StanfielUl which is 
delightfully imaginative and picturesque. 
Various scenes posess kindred merit, and 
the tricks are now managed respectably. " 
Others named Stanfield's and Nasmyth's work as "uncommonly beautiful", 
l 
and in one case opined prophetically that one of the painters "a 
!. h Stanfield, must be an ingenious and powerful artist". 
2 Elliston, 
prevented from attending the first night by one of his increasingly 
regular fits of "illness" was doubtless relieved to hear that all 
had gone well; Stanfield's major assistance, in mitigating one 
disaster ensuring the success of the sequel reached a logical 
conclusion on January 11th when Winston tersely noted in his journal, 
"Engaged Stanfield at £8 per week, three years. " 
When Roberts at last returned to Drury lane in mid-January, having 
been held up at sea for three weeks by bad weather, he thus discovered 
to his horror "that the very thing that I had most dreaded, namely 
coming into immediate contact with this great painter through a 
variety of unforseen circumstances had at last taken place. "3 
1. of. Times, 7th Jan. 1823 and two unidentified reviews with PB, hth Jan. 1823, (TM). 
2. Cited by Murray, Elliston. p. 180, n. 48. 
3. Roberts NH. f. 26. 
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Stanfield's tormal "articles of agreement" with Drury Lane, 
though more legalistic than those with East London Theatre, 
say rather less about the nature of his engagement. As one 
might expect at a major theatre, that element of the general 
factotum which appeared in the earlier contract, the requirement 
for example to be an interior decorator, is lacking here as is 
any benefit provision. 
On the other band it is notable that R. Jones now being off on his 
own, the contract shows Stanfield without any attached pupil or 
apprentice, at least in legal terms; nor does it show any of the 
lee-way which his earlier agreement had allowed him with regard 
to work outside the house; 
"The said Robert William Elliston doch hereby ... 
engage and employ the said Clarkson Stanfield 
as an Artist and Scene Painter at the Theatre 
Royal Drury Lane for the Term of Three Years 
to ccmcence from the first Day of February 1823 
at the Weekly Salary of Eight Pounds... and the 
said Clarkson Stanfield doth hereby covenant 
and agree ... that he... shall and will at all times during the said Term... paint such Scenes 
&c. as the said Robert William Elliston... 
shall in the usual manner require the said 
Clarkson Stanfield' so to do and as shall or 
my be within his power and capability. And 
further that he the said Clarkson Stanfield 
shall not and will not during the said term 
... paint Scenes or assist at any other Theatre 
or Place of public amusement without the 
previous consent in writing of the said 
Robert William Elliston, his Assigns or his 
Manager for the time being -. ° 
The apparent stringency notwithstanding, we shall see that Stanfield 
had considerable liberty under Elliston; for so long as he was 
not actually needed at Drury lane it was good sense and good 
publicity to have him working elsewhere. The agreement was signed 
on 14th January, by Stanfield in bold style, by Elliston in a more 
shaky alcoholic hand and until it came into operation Stanfield 
returned to the Coburg where Barrymore continued to be manager into 
April. An absence of bills currently conceals the last show which 
1. See Appendix III for full text. 
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he painted there in late February or early March, but after that 
the minor theatres were for all serious purposes behind him for 
good. 
3.2. Drury Lasse as a working environment. 
With the Christmas panic over and hin contract finalised Stanfield 
was in a position to take pause and study from the inside the 
stately pleasure dome of which he can hitherto have bad little 
greater knowledge than anyone else who had not attained the heights 
of patent theatre employment; as a promising but nonetheless new 
employee what did be see? 
The structure and complexities of the theatre itself we must 
largely pass over as readily available elsewhere; 
' it is nonethe- 
less worth underlining the motivation and results of the massive 
internal rea9nstruation to which Elliston subjected stage and 
auditorium in 1822. The aim was to create a theatre in which 
splendid and scenic productions could be conveniently staged, and 
in which the audience's view, if not their hearing, of stage events, 
was greatly improved. 
Although, after the alterations, old hands still granted the honours 
of spectacular convenience to Covent Garden, Elliston largely 
achieved his intentions. 
2 
From a stage which bad been 77 ft. 5 ins. wide, 48 ft. deep and 
boxed in by lateral walls he created a vast space nearly 100 ft. 
deep on the centre line from orchestra to back wall and about 
127 ft, wide, idstage; all this, by the expedient of knocking 
1. The structure of DL is covered by Benjamin Wyatt, Observations 
on the Design for the Theatre Royal Drury Lane..., (London 1 13); 
Charles Dlbdin, History and Illustrations of the London Theatres, 
(London 1826); Richard Leacroft, ýDevelo nt of the English 
Play, (London 1973), pp. 166-7,193-6. See also Murray, 
Elliston, pp. 98-9. 
2. Frederick Reynolds, Life.., (2 vols., London 1826), vol. 2 , p. 416. 
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out the non-structural side walls to make scene-docks and turning 
the old upstage scene-room into a stage extension, (pl. 13). At 
the same time he dealt a deadly blow to the intimate tradition of 
proscenium acting, by cutting back the forestage, banishing the 
proscenium doors and bringing the boxes forward 10 ft. to form a 
horseshoe shaped auditorium; in this way the onstage sightlines 
were opened up and the focus of attention was forced back into the 
Illusionistic picture frame of the proescenium arch. 
Inside this self-contained world beyond the "fourth wall" the new 
gas lighting encouraged unprecedented scrutiny of Drury lame 
scenery, of which the basic units were the traditional flats 
(21 ft. high x 14 ft. wide each half) and wings (21 ft. high x 
5-8 ft. wide), all worked in grooves. These were supplemented 
by the smaller rows, raking, out and side pieces and the increasingly 
frequent addition of drops to replace the pairs of half-flats. The 
drops were the heaviest pieces of conventional scenery; the act- 
drops which Stanfield and Marinari were shortly to paint for the 
43 ft. high, 40 ft. wide, proecenium, each weighed some 800 lbs., 
roller included. 
1 The scene-painting room itself lay across the 
full width of the stage above the stage extension, the scenery being 
manoeuvred into and out of it via the three paintframe slots. Of 
these, tao occupied the 31 ft. width at each end of the room; the 
third occupied 50 ft. against the back wall of the theatre over the 
2 
main part of the stage extension. 
"The confused wilderness of wheels, ropes, blocks, windlasses and 
other apparatus" which cluttered the Drury Lane geography "are too 
multitudinous to detail"f3 but none of them would have been 
unfamiliar to anyone with minor theatre experience, save in matter 
of scale, and Stanfield of course had long had the advantages of 
sea-going experience with regard to ropework. 
4 What though, of 
1. C. Dibdin, Illustrations, p. 63; the proscenium could be closed to 
34 ft. by tormentors. 
2. Wyatt, Observations, p. 63. 
3. C. Dibdin, Illustrations, p. 66. 
4. This skilled link between stage and sea appears long established; 
Inigo Jones is said to have used seamen to rig masques and Dibdin 
was using dockyard riggers at Sadlers Wells in 1813, (C. Dibdin, 
Memoirs, p. 106). 
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the numerous and personally unfamiliar figures who thronged the 
new landscape? 
Foote gives a list of the general non-performing staff of the 
patent houses in 1829, which at the lowest estimate numbers 
those whose work was broadly technical in the sixties; exact 
figures for Drury Lane are not available but such a number, if 
parallels later in the century are indicative, is a gross under- 
e stimate. 
We have Charles Kean's word that he regularly employed about 550 
people during his big revivals at the Princess's in the 1850'sß 
albeit including actors, and he had over 150 men working the 
changes alone during The Tempest of 1857.1 Irving at the Lyceum 
forty years later could employ approximately 650 in major productions 
of which a detailed analysis of the technical contingent is 
impressive; up to six master painters might be employed for a 
show (including Craven the resident principal who had two 
assistants) with perhaps twenty-two assistäritä'and colour grinders; 
under the property master were thirty-five men of whom twenty were 
specialists producing the "archaeological" props then in full vogue; 
the master machinist governed ninety carpenters most of whom with 
fifteen of the property men doubled as stage crew, while the gas 
crew, limelight men excluded, ran to thirty men. With the twenty- 
four workers of the wardrobe department this gives a total of 209 
- all, with the rest of the company, supported by a house which 
held 1450 in the audience, or less than half of Drury Leone's 3100.2 
One must not perhaps push parallels too closely over a period of 
seventy years. By Irving's day the system of stock scenery bad been 
replaced by purpose-built sets; the property department as manufacturers 
1. J. W. Cole, The Life and Theatrical Times of Charles Kean, (2 vols., 
London 1859), vol. 2, P. 383. 
2. Alan Hughes, The Lyceum Staff....., in TN, vol. "=vii, no. 1, 
(1974), esp. pp. 14-6. 
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not only of "props" but of the increasingly fashionable built-up 
set pieces bad taken over from the earlier dominance of the 
"one-surface" scene-painter like Stanfield, and there had also been 
a slow but complete revolution in the system of having scenery 
painted; a change that is, from the system of employing a body 
of resident principals, to commissioning individual scenes from 
freelance artists. Nonetheless such a detailed breakdown for a 
modestly sized house fms in the rather bare outline which Foote 
provides for the patent houses in the 1820's. According to his 
account both Drury Iane and Covent Garden could boast "Four principal 
painters constantly employed exclusive of accessory principgls1 
subordinates colour grinders &c., the property raker, machinist, 
master carpenter", the last two often being the same individual, 
"six or eight carpenters and from 24 to 30 scene men"! 
Insofar as everything in a theatre where effects are based cn 
Illusionistic and mechanical scemery, comes down to carpentry - 
that is, the basic questions "can it be built and worked? " - it 
is hardly surprising that while actors or scene-painters were most-. 
commonly praised when all went well the carpenters most frequently 
took the blame when it did not. Elliston cannot have been the only 
manager to be periodically confronted by a mutinous stage-crew and 
even allowing that Dibdin had some cause to be paranoid about 
carpenterial plottings to thwart Go& and Maw, there are examples to 
show that neither malice nor incompetence were infrequent. 
2 But the 
carpenters' lot was hard and not likely to attract men of high 
calibre; it is perhaps significant that early-evidence of industrial 
discontent on stage comes from the London theatre carpenters who, 
meeting at the New Coachmakers Arms, Longacre, in June 1825 
threatened to strike unless the theatre managers raised their wages 
to 5s. 6d. per day. 
3. Both for this reason and the more practical 
1. Foote, ACompanion, p. 39. 
2. David Mayer, Harlequin in his Element, (Cambridge, Mass. 1969), 
p. 117-8. 
3. Unsigned copy of their demnd sent to Winston, "In consequence 
of the high price of the necessaries of life, and other 
circumstances"; in Winston, A Collection..., vol. 1826-30. 
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ones, the Master Carpenter was "a character of vital importance". 
1 
Stanfield waa fortunate that shortly after his arrival, his and 
Barrymore a old associate at As tley t a, Nall "a very clever 
persevering mechanicn2 succeeded John Saul as Master Carpenter 
at Drum law, 
At this level, no less than among actors, managers or painters 
did dynasties exist; John Saul the Drury lane carpenter had a 
relative similarly employed at Covent Garden, from which house 
Stanfield was shortly to have the freelance assistance. of one of 
the Brradwells -a family whose activities as machinists and carpenters 
went harnd in hand with the Grieve regime in the aintroom there. 
There are however many difficulties in tracking technicians; on 
the increasingly elaborate bills which appear from the early years 
of the century principals certainly tend to be mentioned, though 
without initials which would differentiate within families or 
between co=on names, but for subordinates there is no consistent 
source of information. All that can be-said is that in the group 
as a whole there appears to have been a high mobility of labour, a 
fact not perhaps surprising in that the majority, even the principals 
seem to have been in the strictest sense journeymen - being paid 
by the day or in certain cases on a piecework basis. It is notable 
that in the list of those receiving weekly salaries during the 
E Liston regime at Drury Lane, a list which includes the company, 
the orchestra and the stage management, the painters are the only 
technical group named. Kelly for example, while acting as a painter, 
appears on the list; after May 1823 when he took charge of 
1. C. Dibdin, Memoirs, p. 90; of Garland, Sadler's Wells. 
2. ibid., p. 133. 
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"decorations and embellishments" he is omitted, as are the 
carpenters, property and wardrobe staff. 
TASSE 2; Dr ury Lane, weekly staff salaries under Ellis ton, 
1822-23 1823-24 1825-26 
W. G. Ellistcn* £20 
f. R. Bishop ** £20 
T. J. Dibdin(p; sm) £15 
W. T. Menerieff (p) £8 
F. Reynolds (p; d)' £7 
W. Barrymore (da) £6.15s. 
(to 6.1.1824, then 
to piecework) 
G. Soane (p) £4 G. Soane £4 
Painters 
Marinari £8 Marinari £8 Marinari £6 
Stanfield £8 Stanfield £8 
(from 1.2.1823. ) (? to 31.1.1826. ) 
Hollogaa £6 
Roberts £5.5s. Roberts £6.6s. 
(from 25.1.1823. ) (from 24.1.1824. ) 
Kelly £5 
Read £2.10s. Read £2.10s. Read E2.10s. 
Andrews jnr. £2.10s. Andrews jnr. £2.10x. 
Seyward £1.108. Seyward £1.105. 
- Adams £1 
*manager during his father's illness; **musioal director; d-dramaturge; 
sm-stage nanager; da-director of spectacle department; p-playwright 
Though these figures seem fragmentary they nonetheless show useful trends 
in salaries; for example, how over a four year s pan Elliston upped his 
1. Taken from DL Accts., EL Add. M. 29711. 
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complement of regular painters from four to seven, how the painters 
compared with the stage management for wages and how they compared 
with each other. It is clear how the fact that in Roberts words, 
"Stanfield zoom got decidedly the lead of Msrinari"l wan reflected 
in the drop of the latter's financial value to the house. 
The figure that Stanfield himself received under Price and Lee 
after Elliston's downfall is unavailable but sinne we know that 
under his last msnager, Bunn, the height of his weekly salary was 
£16, or double that on which he bad started after twelve years service, 
we nny reasonably guess at the interims. 
2 To compere these figures 
as a whole with the average of performers' is perhaps invidious 
acme differentials in the latter group were far greater and an 
average thus rather notional. However a random list of nineteen of 
the Covent Garden company in 1821 from Macready and Young at £20 to 
Claremont at £2 given an average of £11. l a., at least an indication 
of the current rates. 
3 
The case of Marinari also. provides a more general insight into the 
value of the company's remuneration. The old Italian, who had first 
been employed in England in 1785 as both successor and rival to 
Novosielski at the Italian Opera was a direct link with the mainstream 
of European scene-painting. A man of classical mind, a superb 
architectural draughtsman and accounted one of the finest scene- 
painters in Europe, the height of his regular salary (piece-work aside) 
had been £10 per week at Drury Lane fron 1794 to 1799. To be 
receiving a steadily declining sum twenty years later may reflect on 
his declining powers but it is also a comment on the availability of 
work and money in a period of post-war depression. Sad then, but not 
surprising that Marinari when he died aged over eighty in the 1840's 
did so in great poverty, and trat the Dompetition among his younger 
1. Roberts, Life, p. 23. 
2. Alfred Dunn, The Stage Both before and behind the Curtain (3 vols., 
London 1840), vol. 3, P-8. 
3. Winston, Journal, 14th Nov. 1821. 
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contemporaries not to follow the same path could be intense. 
1 
Of the other painters working under Marinari at the time of Stanfield's 
arrival, and those who appear in the salary list, little informtion 
is available, either biographical or artistic. Old Robert Andrews 
whose death bad in part precipitated Stanfield's and Roberts' 
engagement had been reported both "a Giant in Art" and "a host 
in himself" as regards his output - the second quality perhaps being 
the more apparent from his surviving designs. 
2 His son Thomas, now 
working in his place, was thought -by some informed opinion to be 
"superior as a scene-painter to his father" though"very dissipated" 
3 
while Messrs. Read, Adams and Kelly are no more than recurring names. 
With the others one is prey to the confusions already mentioned; 
Hollogan is one of an undifferentiated father and son pair - the 
latter almost certainly being the man who worked with Stanfield in 
the later 1820's. Which of the highly adaptable Luppino family was 
involved in Gog and Magog is also unspeoifiable. Both Thomas 
Frederick, dancer and scene-painter and his son Samuel George were 
active at this time. Seyward may have been the same "Seaward" who 
worked with the older Grieve at Sadler's Wells in 1796.4 
The only other member of the Drury lane staff whom it is necessary to 
note is James Winston, to whom as Elliston's acting-manager and in 
E1. iston's frequent absence and increasingly frequent illnesses (all 
too often a synonym for alcoholic prostration) the daily business of 
the theatre devolved. This included the getting up of pieces, the 
engaging of actors and other staff and the daily running of the business 
side. 
There is little doubt that in their professional relationship Elliston 
was fortunate both in Winston's oapaeity and in his loyalty. It was 
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in many ways a partnership of opposites; while Elliston was absent, 
erratic and bibulous I Winston was assiduous, steady and sober to the 
point of puritanism; less happily he lacked the inspirational 
initiative of Elliston and required good supervision, which Ellis ton 
increasingly failed to provide and his son-deputy even more so. 
Winston was however managerially experienced and no willing fellow 
traveller with Ellistonian extravagances - he was thus unfortunate 
in being unable to curtail the spending of pounds while lacking the 
character to carry off minor economies among the pennies, ' the result 
being his high unpopularity with the company, who to a men considered 
him the epitome of avaricious stinginess in all matters from salaries 
down. 
Macready's attitude to him was one of superior distaste; 
l Cowell, 
more explicit in his prejudices, believed Winston to hate actors 
because he failed as one himself, adding an incidentally useful 
glimpse at some of his mundane drudgery backstage; 
"It was his province to measure out the canvass 
and colours for the painters, count the nails 
for the carpenters, pick up the tin-tacks and 
bits of candle, calculate the least possible 
quantity of seep required for each dressing 
room, and invent and report delinquencies that 
could in anyway be construed into the liability 
of a forfeit ... 
2 
Winston's journal shows that he picked up Stanfield's lapses with 
the rest and one doubts he was any more popular with him than anyone 
else; more positively the passage indicates the area of Winston's 
responsibility in the supply of materials to his artists -a subject 
on which in regard to costs, quantities and suppliers there seems to 
be little available information - and in which only one of presumably 
1. Winston, Journal, p. 153, citing Macready's diary, 1833. 
2. Cowell,, Thirty Years, p. k7. 
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hundreds of consultative notes which passed between Winston and 
Stanfield has been located. "My dear Sir" wrote the latter in terms 
of cool f oranlity in January 1831, 
"We shall do ourselves the great pleasure of 
attending your party on the 20th. I have 
received the canvass and still think the 
seams ought to run up and down as it bags the 
other way. What do you think? " 1 
Since Stanfield invariably addressed his friends in the manner of 
the day by their surnames we may even on such slight evidence assume 
Winston was not one of them. 
The last element in Stanfield's new environment at Drury Lane, no 
less important through being beyond his own, Winston's or Elliston's 
control, was the close proximity of Covent Garden and particularly 
the established excellence of that house's spectacle department. It 
had been at Covent Garden that do Loutherbourg had taken his theatrical 
farewell with the stunningly designed Omni in 1785; more recently 
J. P. Kemble and Capon had set in motion there what has come to be called 
the "antiquarian" trend in set and costume design, of which 1823 was 
to see a significant example in the production of King John with 
Planche`'s costumes. 
Most important however in-the popular viex, was the slick and beautiful 
ingenuity of the spectacles proper - the pantomimes, in which under 
the director of spectacle Farley, the Bradxells as mchinists and the 
Grieves as scene-painters exercised the jealously guarded secrets of 
their respective arts. 
The Grieve family in particular present an extraordinary phenomenon; 
in an age and profession not noted for its regularity of business or 
personal habits/they face their audience as a solid and well run 
partnership which, if it did not reach great heights of original 
inspiration, produced work which was consistently beautiful and which 
taking advantage of contemporary innovations did much to raise general 
standards and particular techniques in scenic art. They did not for 
1. CS to Winston, 8th Jan. 1831, (New York Public Library, P'8 Division); 
the sewing method is that for a panorama; (see also Appendix IV(C). ) 
An unknown number of letters from Stanfield, to Winston, the earliest 
dated 10th Jan. 1823 and mostly relating to DL soenery, were sold in 
1849 at Winston's sale (lot 766) and bt. "Webster 7 shillings". 
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example introduce the moving panorara to the stage but by their 
eminence were the first in their use of it to alert their profession 
to its possibilities; 
1 though content to use the traditional wings, 
borders and backsoenes as their matrix they nonetheless explored the 
possibilities of cut scenery, transparencies and some built-up pieces. 
2 
John Henderson Grieve, born in 1770 of theatrical antecedents bad 
had opportunity at least to take his cues for later work from the 
experiments of de Loutherbourg,. Greenwood and their contemporaries; 
his first work for Covent Garden had been done in 1791, he established 
himself there in the early years of the new century and by 1819 with 
his two sons Thomas and William had a firm grip on the house in more 
senses than the purely artistic. 
3 To the outside world they treated 
it as the family benefice -a policy which Roberts called "narrow and 
selfish" when he burnt his fingers on their hostility by being engaged 
without reference to them in 1826; to their objections be returned a 
soft answer, deol n? ng the direction of the painting room (so he said) 
from respect to John Grieve and on the significant grounds that 
had they left this theatre they must have 
necessarily been divided and individually 
they would have been nothing ... at the same 
time it must be admitted, that from their 
long experience of the caFabilitys of the 
Covent Garden stage and their keeping it 
entirely to themselves. to the exclusion of 
all other artists - and as long as tinsel 
foil-gilding &cc are looked on as the ne plus 
ultra of scene-painting they will always be 
considered respectable". k 
As usual amid the personal sourness Roberts isolates a strand of truth 
1. The earliest "Moving Panorama" on the London stage was one of the 
principal buildings of London, designed by Greenwood, in Harlequin 
Amulet at DL, 22nd Dec. 1800; see Times, 23rd Dec. 1800, 
2. - Sybil Rosenfeld, A Short History of Scer_e-Desim in Great Britain, (Oxford 1973 ), p. 104. 
3. "His family had been distinguished in theatre from the time of 
de Loutherbourg ... 
"f cited by W. J. Iawrence in notebooks on 
the history of stage craft and scene-painting (11 vols., in the 
University of Bristol Theatre Collection - hereafter, "Bristol 
Notebooks"), voll, p. 73; of. Grieve in f; Rosenfeld and 
Croft-Murray, A Checklist, 7.2 in TN, vol. aix, no. 2 (1964-: 5),, 
p. 60. - 
4. Roberts M. if. 48-9; Edward Fitzball confirms the close family 
tie between the Grieves but in contrast to Roberts pays tribute 
to their generosity to other artists - Fitzball was of course not 
a rival; Thirty Five Years in a Dramatic Author's Life, (2 vols., 
London 1859), v-ol p. . 
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to whioh we shall return; his grudging admiration however is but 
owe indication of the considerable threat they posed for competitors 
at Drury Lane. 
Public reaction to their Harlequin and the Ogress, which opened in 
direct opposition to the miserable Gog and`, provides evidence 
of their quality; from the first the show was 
"rich in all the requisites that are necessary 
to ensure triumphant success... The scenery is 
exquisitely painted - the tricks ingenious and 
amusing - the transitions rapid, and effected 
without the slightest embarrassment or difficulty... 
Of the scenery it is impossible to speak too 
highly. That which depended merely on the fancy 
unites taste with splendour... Where the artists 
have been called on to represent real objects, 
whether a beautifully variegated land cape, or 
an architectural pile, they have succeeded most 
completely. There is one scene which far sur- 
passes for truth of perspective, identity of 
object, and general brilliancy of effect, any 
thing we have ever beheld in a theatre. It is 
a panoramic picture, representing his Majesty's 
progress down the riveräon his voyage to Scotland... 
The royal squadron leaves Greenwich at mid-day 
under a cloudless sky - the shades of evening 
begin to close around as it passes Woolwich - 
night has set in when it appears off Gravesend, 
where the houses are handsomely illuminated; and 
when it arrives at the Nore, the moon shines forth 
in brilliant majesty, while the rigging of the 
different men of war display a thousand lights. 
The silvery streaks which lace the cöulds that are 
next presented to the view, announce the approach 
of morn; and, the connected series of scenery 
which we have just described being withdrawn, Leith 
harbour opens to the view, the Royal squadron safe 
moored, and the different vessels firing the 
customary salute. This scene is managed with 
infinite skill; and if the pantomime possessed no 
other attraction, would ensure its success. " 1 
Thezeare of course probably more extant designs by the Grieves than 
for the entire body of English scene-painting up to the end of the 
1. Tunes, 27th Dec. 1822. 
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century and it is rather the lack of their contemporaries' work 
which makes comparative analysis difficult; 
1 but however traditionally 
rooted the grand plan of their work may have been, there is no doubt 
that the family, both by their small innovations and their continuous 
success exercised a wide influence on their contemporaries. If they 
did not possess the romantic power or originality of de Loutherbourg 
they followed him in spirit, bridging the gap between the staid 
traditions of eighteenth century methods and the startling effects 
which the nineteenth century audiences demanded and which the new 
brilliaaay of gas lighting made (possible. 
Cowell for example, an acute if sometimes prejudiced observer, Heikes 
a telling comparison which aptly brackets John Grieve between the 
eighteenth century epitome in Phillips and the new generation in 
Stanfield; 
"He Phillip 7 was of the old school and though 
his productions were beautiful specimens of art, 
the elaborate finish he bestowed on them rather 
decreased than added to their effect; and while 
in the same room, the elder Grieve (who first 
pointed out the path Stanfield has since trod to 
fame) was every day splashing into existence a 
cottage or a cavern, with a pound brush in each 
band, Phillips would sit for hours with a rest 
stick and a camel's hair pencil shading the head 
of a nail. " 2 
Nor was the Grieve influence merely one of broad handling; we are 
told-on good authority that John Grieve 
"changed the mode of painting very considerably, 
using a glaze as in water-colour painting, whereas 
before only solid colours were used. It was called 
by rivals the "Scotch wash" in contempt; but the 
mode is now T8592 universally pursued and permits 
of the production of landscapes with an excellence 
before unattainable". 3 
As the use of glaze is only valid where the light falling cn the work 
is sufficient to penetrate the surface and reflect the uriderpainting, 
1. Rosenfeld, Scene-Design, p. 103, estimates about 600 Grieve designs 
at London University and about 100 in the VAM. 
2. Covell, Thirty Years, p. 38. 
3. Peter Cunningham, Sketch . of 
the Hist of Scene-Painti in 
The Builder, 28th May 1859, 
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an adaptation from easel art is a measure of Grieve's flexibility 
when faced with the onset of gas; Stanfield as we shall see was 
swift to learn a lesson so ably expounded. 
It nay then be seen that the Grieves' methods were tactically 
speaking novel and ingenious even if their strategic conception and 
artistic inspiration was derivative. The key to their success and 
weakness has perhaps already become evident; for though their 
ability "ran the gamut of the romantic picturesque" with colouring 
"brilliant and subtle... masters of perspective and of light and shade"i 
both Roberts and Edward Pitzball, who accounted them "the most perfect 
scene-painters in the world as a combination"2 put their fingers on the 
vital point, which is that as individuals the Grieves could not 
sustain the consistent brilliance which, as the product of their 
e 
homogerus and expert teamwork passed as something close to perfection. 
William Grieve, the youngest of the triumvirate was a possible 
exception; he was felt to have inherited the laurels of Stanfield and 
Roberts and was the only one who meide even a small reputation outside 
theatre, as a watercolourist; he however died relatively young and 
his slight attempt at diversification is no more than a gesture to 
what might have been. His epitaph, that "his art shone only on the 
stage"3 is emphatically true of the family as a whole. 
Advantages of hindsight apart, there is no doubt that these splendid 
technicians were already a bright star in the generally dim period 
which, following de Loutherbourg saw the decline of the Marinari- 
Andrews generation and the first works of Stanfield and Roberts. 
Their scenery was in high demand and not merely at Covent Garden, 
a fact which led John Grieve to be again rather in advance of his 
time in having his own scene-painting room in Lambeth; from here 
scenery painted on a piece-work basis was sent out on wagons . The 
family lived nearby for mazes years and it is perhaps a not so curious 
coincidence that Lambeth remained a general prop-inking and scene- 
painting quarter into the 1930's. 5 
1, Rosenfeld, Scene-Design. p. 103. 
2. Fitzball, Thirty-Five Years, vol. 2, p. 12k. 
3. Cited by Iawrence, Bristol Notebooks, vol. 1, p. 73. 
4. C. Dibdin, Memoirs, p. 111; regarding work for Sadler's Wells. 
5. A. E. Wilson, Murphy Island, in The Star, 5th Nov. 1937; article 
on an area off Westminster Bridge Road which "continues to be the 
chief centre of scene-painting". See also Ch. 4.1. below. 
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3.3. Work under E1liston 1823-26, 
With the practical environment, both technical and human, thus outlined 
we may attempt to su=nrise the general scenic work which Stanfield 
did for Drury lane, and. while it is difficult without a body of 
designs to make a strictly artistic assessment of his output, we may 
nonetheless trace the highpoints in it through published criticism and thus 
rescue. something from oblivion. 
On the past form of the genre observers of the two Drury lane 
Christmas pantomimes would have been quite justified in dismissing 
even those pieces of scenery which they had admired as an ephemeral 
flash of brilliance in a traditionally flashy season. That they found 
no grounds to do so was a tribute to the effectiveness of Elliston? s 
new ideas and technical team - and to their own open-mindedness in 
recognising quality when they saw it. 
The Golden Axe closed after a good run at the end of March and the 
Chamberlain having approved Dibdin's latest confection Whang Fong, 
it was produced on the 31st as The Chines Sorcerer or The Emperor 
and his three Sons. Of the ten scenes, five were by Stanfield and 
the European Magazine reacted promptly and intelligently to what it 
divined as a sustained effort; 
"Spectacles have, of late years been dull affairs 
at Drury Lane, but the house is making an effort 
to redeem its character in that department of 
exhibition... The illuminated marine pavilion 
(moonlight) by Roberts, is a very delightful 
performance; and the grand harbour and arsenal 
(Stanfield) is of a still higher order. " 
The other scenery too was thought "upon a per with the best things 
of the kind which have been done at Covent Garden. This production 
will certainly completely do away the idea that splendid and effective 
scenery cannot be got up at Drury Lane. "1 Not surprisingly the 
scenery remained a popular piece of stock for various entertainments 
up to the end of the season on 30th June. Stanfield was however long 
gone by the time the theatre closed for the summer. The British Institution 
1. European Magazine, April 1823, pp. 370-1. 
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exhibition of 1824 was to see the first of his many paintings 
of Germany, 'Scene near Bonn on the Rhine, looking towards the 
Drachenfels which appears to have derived from'a short tour on the 
continent in 1823. A fragment of diaristic jotting shows that he 
sailed from the London Custom House on Saturday 21st June arriving 
at Ostend the next day. 
1 From there he went by barge from Bruges 
to Ghent (charge "7 francs and 10 centime"), then to Brussels 
"Waterlloo", Anvers and Liege, arriving at-"Axlesbapell" on 2nd July. 
From there his route lay towards "C ologn" but arriving on the 
afternoon of the 3rd at "the Banks of the Rhin" his perseverance with 
the spelling, time and book keeping of his itinerary gave way, and 
the diary died stillborn. His subsequent route, apart from Bonn, is 
a mystery but we may assume that both expense and theatrical demands 
drove him back to England about the and of July. 
The summer closure saw little slackening in Elliston's preparations 
for further spectacular inroads in the autumn. To his personal 
suite he added the services of the infirm but expert Frederick Reynolds 
as adviser on scripts and. more prophetically for Drury Ian's future). 
his own recent successor as manager of the Theatre Royal Birmingham, 
the unsquelchable Alfred Bunn, Bunn was a curious choice, for his 
role as a sort of stage management supernumerary was far from clear; 
both he and Reynolds were however well versed in the mounting of 
spectacle and while the irate Winston was convinced that both would 
have sold Elliston short had Old Harris still been running Covent Garden, 
the new triumvirate plotted through August for some spectacular support 
to eo teract their gloomy forebodings about the likely profitability 
of Maeready, who was due to open the season with Virginius. 
2 
For Stanfield on his return and for his colleagues. there was further 
structural consolidation and decoration round the stage, preparing it 
both literally and figuratively for the loads it was due to bear; the 
1. One page from a sketch book, in the Stanfield Papers; the year 
is not g. ven but 1823 seems the most likely. 
2. Murray, Elliston, p. 103; Winston, Journal, 4th Sept. 1823. 
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timber stage supports were replaced with cast iron co1un s and the 
float was widened "so as to admit the operation of the mediums, 
that will acmr icate the different tints of the season and*of the 
rising and setting sun on the scenery", 
' This evidence of refinements 
to the gas lighting is significant when taken in conjunction with 
Drury Lanes new scenic capacities. Mediums were not new, but a 
new mechanical installation to control them suggests attempts at 
something. more subtle than the wild changes of colour which had 
blighted Kean's King-Lear in 1820. Furthermore, the "rising and 
setting sun" seers to have been no mere critical levity, since from 
later stage directions it appears that not only could the lights be 
increased or decreased but that the float at Drury Lane consisted of 
two sets in parallel which could be independently controlled to 
create primitive but effective erossfades; the consequences of the 
improvement would be far-reaching. 
2 The house was also redecorated - 
a process in which Roberts, Hollogan and Kelly assisted - while 
Stanfield and Marinari concentrated on the two nnseive front drops, 
the dimensions of which we have already noted. 
All the visible improvements were revealed to the public at a 
-soiree dansante on 29th September, accompanied by refreshments, a 
military band and a gracious Elliston in charge. Charles Dibdin was 
the first of several writers who have perpetuated the report that 
Marinari's co-worker on the two act-drops was one "Stanton", whose 
unique appearance at Drury Lane at this point I believe paints to the 
unlikelihood of presence there at all. 
3 It is incredible that 
Elliston would engage an unknown over the heads of his expensive and 
increasingly celebrated team for such work; far safer to believe the 
Theatrical Observer which credited both drops to the two house artists. 
The first of the drops, used between the acts was Marinari's, "an 
architectural paysage inclosed in a gold frame" in which the foreground 
figures were done by Stanfield and the cost of which was estimated 
1. Theatrical Observer, 30th Sept. 1823. 
2. Alan S. Downer, The Eminent Tragedian; William Charles Macready, (Cambridge, 
Mass. 1966'), p. 237, -"been 'float up - and the white down , 
stage 
direction 1842. The float could also be literally raised and 
lowered from stage to mezzanine. 
3. C. Dibdin, Illustrations, p. 63. A Stanton did exist; his only 
recorded work however was in 1790 at Manchester. 
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at £7001 -a thoroughly enormous sum if one considers that seventy 
years later the cost of canvas and sewing to make up an area 
40 by 70 ft. (or nearly double the size of the drop) was still only 
about £15.2 Of this expensive piece a'si 1l but useful illustration 
exists in the published plans of the theatre (p1.11); it shows the 
design to be mostly Marinari's work and drawn with a baroque rather 
than strictly classical eye. To one critic "the purpose of the 
artist ZwasJ not altogether Intelligible". though he alone seems to 
have divined "Apollo in the foreground with some other figures, all 
of which are exceedingly well designed, and the ruins are painted 
by the hands of a master". 
3 
Stantield's own drop for use between the play and the afterpiece - 
was even more highly cnmnerxied; 
" 
.. The Principal objects of the scene are the 
remains of the Parthenon, the Coliseum, Arch of 
Adrian 5i 7, and those other structures 
celebrated for their magnificence and their 
antiquity. They are generally well disposed of, 
and occupy prominent situations. The ground is 
extremely rugged, but as the artist in all 
likelihood studied picturesque effect in pref- 
erence to tame probability, this cannot be 
regarded as an error. The result of the experiment 
is a success. The distance is well conceived and 
highly finished, while the foreground is bright, 
powerful and relieved by some extremely well 
drawn human figures, giving a stamp of life and 
nature to the whole. It is a painting which does 
great credit to the talents of Mr Stanfield, 
deserves coil endations, and doubtless will meet 
with popularity. " 4 
The prophecy of popularity was quickly fulfilled by the design being 
plagiarised as a juvenile scene, (pl. 15). 
The swaaer break was not without other theatrical work for Stanfield; 
the monopoly of his services granted by his contract to E1liston 
swiftly gave way to a request that he paint another act drop for 
1. Theatrical Observer, loc. cit. 
2. W. L. Telbin, Art in the Theatre; The PaintIng of Scene in The 
Magazine of Art, vol. xii, (1889), p. 199. 





Huntley at the Coburg, where the season had opened on 11th August. 
Elliston consented, and after the main event of the evening - the 
melodrama Thalaba the Destroyer by Fitzball - the "New Elegant 
Picturesque Drop Scene" of Italianate design by "that eminent 
Artist Mr STANFIEIa" was displayed to an admiring crowd. 
It is ironic to note that even this early the critics could ask what 
point was served by using an outside artist for the work when the 
C oburgis were so good. -a telling failure to realise that the 
reason for the houses excellence in scenery was not merely Stanfield's 
earlier presence in it but that the house artists were his old 
assistants and pupils Messrs. "Wilkins, Jones and Stanfield Jnr. "; 
it is in fact the first credited appearance in his short career of 
Stanfield's elusive bale-brother William, (now aged about nineteen), 
a circumstance perhaps not unconnected with his elder brother's 
brief return to the Coburg. 
2 
Another somewhat unusual commission which we may ascribe to this 
period, if not exactly to this year, came through the wood-engraver 
Henry Vizetelly Snr., who bad met Stanfield in his earlier employment 
at the Coburg; Frederick Gye, a printer of lottery tickets who had 
won £30,000 in the lottery and who from 1821 became eo-proprietor 
of Vauxhall Gardens, had begun in 1818 a concern called "The London 
Genuine Tea Company" i at one of his establishments at 8, Charing Cross 
Gye built a grand saloon Milch he wanted decorated in a unique manner, 
and on the suggestion of Vizetelly he engaged Stanfield and Roberts 
to paint the walls with Chinese views and figure subjects, as a 
promotional enterprise. 
3 
More serious business was to band however, when in September the 
harassed Moncrieff was persuaded to deliver the "horse-piece" on 
which Elliston was counting to bulk out the financial takings of the 
autumn; despite the magnitude of the undertaking, construction work 
did not begin until the 6th October and Mecready's debut on the 13th 
1. The Drama or the Theatrical Pocket M zine, vol. v, no. l, (1823), 
p"3. 
2. See-van der Merwe, Stanfield Brothers. 
3. Henry Vizetelly [inrr Glances back through Sevent Years (2 vols., 
London 1893), vol. 1, p, 18, See also Frederick Gye Snr., in DNB. 
The earliest Stanfield and Roberts could have done the work 
together was 1822. 
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passed without the spectacular support intended. Reynolds, 
practical man, had Torseen the danger of delay and Maoready's 
opening night apartjbusiness in the next two weeks was poor. 
Then on the 27th October The Cataract of the Ganges or the Rajah's 
Daughter opened and Drury Lane burst once more into the centre of 
attention as the show at a golden touch on anything it was called 
on to support until Christmass on the opening night it-alone took 
£117.118. out of the total £k37.1Os. 6d. and its receipts remained 
consistently in the £60 bracket to the end of November. 
1 
"The Cataract provides a good example of the 
direction in which drama was beginning to move. 
In two acts it told a simple story of love. 
obstructed by a villain who seeks to tear a 
daughter away from her loving father. All the 
emphasis is on this thoroughly domestic feeling. 
Or nearly all. As everybody knows, The Cataract 
has one of the best deus ex machina finales 
since Medea. An exit on horseback up a cataract, 
with fire raging all around is a tough one to 
beat. The critics, who ... hooted at the "vileness of the plot and the dialogue" ... 
could not gainsay the brilliance of the setting"2 
Without doubt The Cataract had the full treatment which the theatre's 
newly acquired practicalities, staff and a reported expenditure of 
£5,0003 could provide; as implied above, such spectacles were to 
become common but the shows principal creators - Elliston, Wallack 
(who directed and played the villain), Stanfield, Roberts and Nall - 
deserve credit for being the first successfully to stage this type 
of extravaganza at Drury Lane. This of course is a practical 
judgement, on the principle that anything you intend to do is worth 
doing well; whether such dramatically debased stuff should ever have 
been admitted to a "National Theatre" is another question. 
The piece has the stamp of Ellistonts pragmatism firmly on it; we 
may for example see 'in the need to have horses a reason for his 
otherwise rather inexplicable and shortlived employment of Bunn. 
1. DL Acots., BL Add. NB. 29711. 
2. Murray, Elliston, pp. 103-4. 
3. Theatrical Observer, 28th Oct. 1823. 
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The latter had a lien on the best troupe, available, Davists, who 
were performing for him at Birmingham and it was from Bunn that 
Elliston hired them. 1 
The "magnificent car" in the truly Ellistonian "Bridal Procession" 
which wound through Stanfield's "Grand Hindu Temple" to end Act I;. 
had already pravedpcpular enough to be engraved after its earlier 
appearance in Alexander the Great. 
2 
The cataract itself, despite being reported as "no-broader than a 
yard of sixpenny riband"3 (and as Ra paltry stream rushing over some 
deal boards .4 was certainly no deeper), gained its effect from the 
setting and that it was palpably a "descent of real water from the 
cistern on the roof, we suppose" (which had originally been 
installed as part of the fire precautions). 
5 
While the critics lamented "this prostitution of the stage" - 
(The Examiner) to almost incomprehensible "noise, ""show", "conflicts 
and conflagrations", "marchings and eountermarehings". (some of The 
Times 'a expressions) it was The Examiner which in its bewilderment 
caught at the inexplicable phenomenon of contemporary dramatic 
collapse which the very existence of the show reflects; 
"to be honest we know not with whom to find fault, 
when we recollect the appearance of the audience, 
the evident interest they took in the painted and 
gilded balderdash... and the raptures which 6 
attended the very extraordinary scene at the close. " 
Stanfield's part in this piece was four scenes of his own and master- 
minding with Andrews, Hollogan, Nail and Morris (the hydraulics man),, 
the final transformation. The billing seems to have taken notice of 
1. Murray, Elliston, p. 103. 
2.13th June 1823, PB and print (TM). 
3. London Magazine, cited by Murray, Elliston, p. 104. 
4. Times, 28th Oct. 1823. 
5. Examiner, 3rd Nov. 1823. 
6. ibid. 
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his importance by naming him first on opening night - to which we 
may assume Marinari objected since from then on the prerogative of 
seniority was restored - but whatever the in-fighting we can at 
least see the outline of the scenery, if not its true impact, through 
the medium of Hodgson's Juvenile Drama sheets - limners for which 
swiftly attended to take sketches. 
1 For example we can see the lines 
of "The opening scene representing a field of battle by Stanfield" 
(p1.16) which The Times thought "very good. The dead figures in the 
front are brought out remarkably well. A Hindoo cottage, with the 
country of Guzerat in the distance, by the same artist, is also 
excellent" - as was Roberts' Mabratta encampment. To these can be 
compared the architectural pieces, including Stanfieldts Hindu Temple, 
(p1.17) where it was thought "taste has not been consulted" and where 
there was so much gilding that the scenes looked like kitchens with 
"brass skillets and pewter dishes shining through a smoky atmosphere". 
2 
As we shall see elsewhere problems of dullness or glare were a 
see-saw on which gas effect of the time balanced but this does not 
hide the truth that while the public hungered for Indian or other 
eastern styles, Stanfield was no more knowledgable about them3(China 
excepted) than anyone else. 
With the final scene from which the piece gained its nahe Stanfield 
and his assistants were on firmer ground and looking at the juvenile 
scenes, which obviously flatter the amount of water involved, we 
can readily see the bedrock level of the script and the exciting 
effect visually presented on stage: - 
ZA'et II Scene 6J ... 
"as the scene draws the whole 
of the trees are discovered in flames (p1.18) - 
agitated music. Enter Mokarra LVillainJ leading 
in Zamine ZingenueJf. by Brahmins with lighted 
torches R. 
MOK. Zamine, once more I give you opportunity to 
save yourself; retract your resolution, and be 
mine! There is no trifling now; our enemies 
. 'ýT. 
1. There is some evidence to-, support the reliability of toy theatre 
prints as a very general indication of the original settings, see 
Sybil Rosenfeld, A Sadlers Wells Scene Book in TN, vol. xv, no. 2 
(1960), pp. 58-9, -and Peter Winn, A Juvenile Dram Collection in 
T, DT v ol. xaad, no. 2 (1977), PP. 34-6. - 
2. Times, 28th Oct. 1823. 
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invest the Hood) they seek to force their 
way by fire; we cannot both exist unless 
united - come then, your final answer. 
ZAM. I dare not live, dishonoured! 
MOK. Die then! and be the guilt on thee - 
Brabmins perform your sacred duty - quick drag her to the pile 5icJ! Our enemies 
advance! 
IRAN Liindian hero, J (without) Zamine, Zamine! 
ZAM. Ha! 'tis Iran's voice - there is still 
hope. Here! Iran here! 
MOK. Confusion: drag her away! 
(Brahmins seize Zamine - she shrieks and 
struggles - Iran and Jahrejahs break through 
the burning brushwood in the background, and 
drive Mokarra and Brahmins off - Zamine rushes 
to Iran's arms - the burning trees fall on all 
sides, and discover the terrific Cataract of 
Gangotri, supposed to form the Source of the 
Ganges jpl. 19J - the Emperor and the Brahmin 
troops appear, pouring down the rocky heights 
around the Cataract in every direction - Iran 
struggles to force a passage for Zamine's 
escape, but is everywhere opposed by the enemy - 
he now becomes personally engaged in combat 
with the Mohammedan Chiefs). 
IRAN. Fly Zamine, fly! - my steed will bear you 
safely. The Cataract! - the Cataract! - we 
have no other hope! 
(Zamine mounts the courser of Iran, and while 
he keeps the foe at bay, dashes safely up the 
Cataract, amidst a volley of musketry from the 
enemy on the heights; the Rajah 5ged father) 
Mordaunt fEnglish officer hero) and Robinson ZaTomic servant) enter at the head of the 
combined Mahratta and Jahrejah army; the contest 
becomes general; horse and foot are engaged in 
all parts. Mokarra vainly endeavours to rally 
his forces, who are overpowered by the Rajah; 
Mokarra is killed by a pistol shot from Robinson 
[pl. 20] ; Iran brings forward Zamine in safety; 
the Rajah joins their hands; and the Curtain 
falls to the shouts of the Conquerors)" 1 
As the smoke cleared and the cash poured into the treasury the 
immediate problem posed was how to follow such a hit with the critical 
Christmas pantomime season imminent; even the most judicious 
supporter of the legitimate must have ruefully admired the ingenuity 
with which in creating Harlequin and The Flying Chest the Drury Lane 
1. DL printed text, (1823) , 
Cr, i) 
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team solved the problem)by a skilled plagiarism of old ideas 
married to new slants. 
Moncrieff, in practical consultation with Reynolds, set the scene 
safely amid "the pot-pourri of Indian and near-Eastern styles 
variously called Asiatic, Hindu, Eastern or Persian"' for which 
public demand seemed insatiable. For the Harlequinade - an 
increasingly threadbare but traditional interlude of comic pursuit 
through scenes closer to home - Roberts was able to stretch himself 
with the riomantic Gothick of a view of Fontht 11 while Stanfield 
prepared an equally romantic and even more extraneous "Moving 
Diorama intended to illustrate by a succession of perfectly novel 
and mechanical Panoramic Views, that great national undertaking, 
The Plymouth Breakwater. "2 This involved a series of connected 
views down Plymouth Sound to the breakwater, a ship in distress and 
storm off the Mewstone, an Indianan ashore at Ramehead and a general 
moonlit view of Plymouth. 
The piece Is a key one both for Stanfield and in the general 
development of panoramic scenery and we shall return to make a 
technical analysis of it; however in view of the claims made for 
it, for example that it was the first "diorama" on the English 
stage, we should establish what was "perfectly novel" about it and 
what was not. 
3 
The prime superficial innovation was in the name, the first 
theatrical use of the word "diorama" which together with the device 
to which it originally referred had been introduced to Paris in 1821 
by Louis Daguerre, more remembered as pioneer of photography. Though 
Daguerre claimed to have invented both the name and the device -a 
sophisticated subtle and stationary exhibition of transparency 
effects - both were derivative; the name from a recent German 
1. Mayer, Harlequin, p. 156. 
2. PB, 26th Dec. 1823, (TM). 
3. Murray, Elliston, p. 104. 
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example in a long pedigree of similar ideas aimed at the same end, 
the creation of perfect simulacrum of natural effects. 
I 
Daguerre had introduced the Diorama to London in premises. purpose - 
built by Nash, in Regent's Park. The doors opened on 23rd September 1823; 
the device was an instant success and E1liston in pirating the name 
at Christmas at least deserves credit for swift reflexes. 
As we shall see there was some similarity between Daguerrets 
effects and parts of Stanfield's "diorama", but there is no reason 
to believe that Stanfield owed any particular debt to Daguerre for 
this. Daguerrets Diorama had itself been developed from antecedents 
which included theatrical transparencies and its originality lay more 
in its large scale, the special mechanical building designed to hold 
it and the use of daylight as a means of illumination, than in any 
new painting principle. Though, presumably, a scene-painter looking 
at the effects in the Diorama could fairly easily have divined the 
methods used, Daguerre took care to patent his building and mechanics 
and did not publish thedetails of his painting until some years 
later. 2 
In fact, while theatrical transparencies and the painting of the 
Diorama could hardly avoid being similar since they-sprang from the 
same roots, there was little else in Daguerre's device which could 
be applied directly to even the best gas-lit theatre. 
Elliston them, by ingenious synthesis of established methods 
created something which was in effect sui generis. Daguerre bad 
brushed the dust off transparencies with his Diorama (literally 
bis "through-view" device) and the public had responded; Elliston 
stole the name and his painters dredged up their experience of 
transparency work for an airing. Daguerre's device showed stationary 
views on two stages in turn, the "auditorium" being rotated to effect 
1. See, Helmut and Alison Gernsheim, L. J. M. Daguerre; The History 2f the 
Diarama and the Daguerrotype (2nd ed., New York 1968), Ch. 2, pp. 15-16. 
2. ibid., p. 20. 
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change and allow substitution of a new view on the currently 
unseen prospect; Elliston to obtain such changes, for the first 
time introduced a moving panorama of the Covent Garden type to 
Drury lane and went one better by making parts of it "dioramic". 
He may also have added other mechanical adjuncts as foreign to 
DaguerreIs device as was movement of the cloth, but with plenty of 
theatrical precedents*1 
Daguerre had used daylight as a high intensity, easily controllable 
means of illumination; Elliston would lay in special lights and 
make the best use of the new gas illumination that he could. In 
adopting this course Elliston must take fu 11 credit for backing 
the talents of his subordinates, among whom Stanfield's gifts 
were obviously crucial. We should not underrate the difficulties 
of the experiment; even in 1838 Charles Marshall, an experienced 
painter who had assisted both Stanfield and the Grieves, could 
-falter in the creation of his own theatrical diorama. 
2 On the 
other hand Elliston's confidence was not founded on more unsupported 
optimism; not only were the technical problems amenable to solutions 
established in earlier contexts but Stanfield and Nall (whom 
Elliston appointed head carpenter on 24th December) were not 
inexperienced in panorama mechanics. 
The first and most important evidence of their forays into the field 
lies as far back as 1819 at Astley's. On 8th November that year 
Barrymore had staged the first theatrical exploitation 
of the Dick. Turpin legend, Richard Turrin the Highwayman; Stanfield's 
thirteen scenes for this included as scene twelve a "View of the 
City of York", before which Turpin set off on horseback to be 
captured in the last scene in front of "An Extensive Waterfall". 
We do not know how this episode was staged on the opening night but 
1. The subject of the origins and development of panoramas, dioranns 
and derivative scenery in England and America is covered by 
Richard Carl Wickman, An Evaluation of the Employment of Panoramic 
Scenery in the Nineteenth Centu Theatre (unpub. PhD. thesis, 
, Ohio State Univ., 1961), Chs. 3 - 5; the Gernsbeim 
' Daguerre 
Ch. 2, fills in some details of European precedents omitted by 
Wickman. A more recent work on the subject by Richard Altiek 
is mentioned in Ch. 4.4, below. 
2. Downer, Eminent Tragedian, p. 180, referring to Harlequin and Fair 
Rosamond. 
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on ist December the bills were changed to advertise the scene 
as a "Moving Panorama with Vigw of the City of York", the motion of 
which we may assume was linked with the flight of Turpin. 
1 
It would be unsafe to suppose that this panorama was a cloth 
unwinding on rollerq, the system which became prevalent for large 
works; it could have been an extension of the conventional flat 
system - that is, frames pushed across the stage in succession, 
an early type of panoramic effect for which there is some evidence-? 
but however limited its scope, it certainly shows that Stanfield was 
already alive to the possibilities of panoramic devices. 
Further panoramas in the houses where he was engaged can also be 
cited prior to 1823; at Astley's on 31st July 1820 Giovanni in the 
Country or a Gallop to Gretna Green included "A MOVING PANORAMA, in 
which the characters will start in Post Chaises, Gigs, Carts and on 
Horseback from York to Gretna Green... a Comic Animated Chase 
through twelve New Panoramic Scenes". 3 No scenic credits were given 
for this but since Stanfield was the house artist one is left with 
an obvious conclusion. 
During Lent 1822 at the Coburg an equally unattributed "Grand 
Nautical Moving... Panoran representing the Destruction of the 
Spanish Armada" was shown 
4and 
on 2nd December Stanfield was responsible 
for a "Panoramic view of Rouen" followed by a view of the "Cathedral 
in Flames" in which "an Attempt has been made to represent the Awful 
Demolition of that ... monument... by lightning". 
5 While the 
authorship of the "Spanish Asada" cannot be attributed to Stanfield 
at present, and the effects of the Rouen display (painted for France! 
or Heaven Points to the Murderer) are a matter for conjecture, it is 
clear from these and other examples which indicate effects trat the 
1. Astley's PBs, BL 170. 
2. Wickman, Panoramic Scenery, p. 213. 
3. PB BL 170- 




artist was well grounded in panoramic and dioramic techniques 
(i. e. transparencies) before he joined Elliston. Knowing all this, 
the Lessee made assurance double-sure in the matter of the Plymouth 
diorama by obtaining the aid of Edmund Bradwell, experienced in 
the panorama mechanics of Covent Garden, to fit out Drury Tenets 1823 
effort in conjunction with Nall. 
l 
If comparison and public controversy are the stuff of theatrical 
profit, the introduction of this ingenious permutation of old 
techniques and new terminology into the critical Christmas pantomime 
had the result Elliston presumably desired; comparisons with 
Daguerre's Diorama were inevitable and since the Covent Garden 
offering, Harlequin and Poor Robin, was well up to standard and included 
a vertical panorama giving a balloon's-eye view of a flight from 
London to Paris, the spirit of Patent House rivalry was also aroused. 
It was the first time such panoramic competition had occurred between 
them. 
Stanfield's work was universally admired, or at least respected - 
"a beautiful succession of moving scenery", said the Theatrical Observer 
though it condemned the use of the word "diorama" as "a calumny on 
the Regent's Park Exhibition" and at another point demonstrated the 
prevailing confusion by calling the piece a Mpanorama". 
2 Another 
critic also found the appellation "ridiculous" but preferred the 
substance to the Grieve panorama of the preceding year. 
3 The Times 
made the same comparison but in reverse; the Grieves' panorama of 
the king's voyage from London to Edinburgh had "chastity and beauty 
of tone" whereas the current" 'diora. mar as Drury ianeJwere pleased 
to call' it, was disfigured by a glare of light in' the foreground, 
utterly incompatible with nature. " The comment is itself an interesting 
clue to the crudity of the lighting involved but The Times was fair 
1. Bradwell was paid £78.18s., (DL Accts., BL Add. P/S. 29711, 
13th Dec. 1823. ) 
2. Theatrical Observer, 27th Dec. 1823. 
3. The Drama or the Th. Pocket Mag., vol. v, no. 6 (1824), p. 289. 
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enough to note this was not in its view to be attributed to the 
painter, who "perhaps... knew not the way in which his best effort 
was likely to be treated". 
1 
Though the contemporary Covent Garden panorama held no "dioramic" 
effects the lesson of Regent's Park had not been lost on the 
Grieves and it is interesting to note that they fared no better 
than Drury Lane in comparison with Daguerre. In a stationary scene 
in Harlequin and Poor Robin they attempted to shine moonlight over 
a lake; this was quickly spotted as "an imitation of the effect 
produced at the Diorama; it is vastly inferior, as may be 
supposed, but the attempt is ingenious. "2 
Honours then were at least even-and Drury Lane's bold dioraaic 
attempt seized both critical and public imagination; despite 
technical reservations the formers comments were interested and 
commendatory, no mean thing for critics at an otherwise poorly 
scripted pantomime. The enthusiasm of the public was shown as late 
as February when "(in consequence of the many enquiries that have 
been made for its representation) 'The DIORAMA' that was introduced 
with such approbation in the late Pantomime" was exhibited on its 
own. 
3 Furthermore Alfred Bunn, who had an unerring eye for what 
the public wanted, was so impressed that he imported the show, 
"The DIORAMA" and Stanfield to the Theatre Royal Birmingham the 
following summer; since he doubtless bad to pay Elliston for the 
privilege the latter's investment of £1,380 in the diorama and its 
special lighting alone was all-in-all probably one of his wisest 
expenditures. 
k 
After Christmas a more moderate tenor was adopted in terns of output. 
A critic at the opening of Kenilworth, or the Days of Good Queen Bess 
which joined the pantomime on January 5th noted that the new scenery 
in it was good but scanty5and Philandering, or the Rose Queen which 
opened on the 13th hardly made a ripple. The swift disappearance of 
the two pieces was probably no more than they deserved but the 
1. Times, 27th Dec. 1823. 
2. Ibid. 
3. PB, 18th Feb. 1824, (TM). 
4. The Drama or the Th. Pocket Mag., b e_cit. 
5. Mirror of the Stage, vol. iv, no. l (1824), p. 7. 
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continued plugging which Elliston gave his scene-painters on the 
bills for both, show him squeezing the most out of the reflected 
glory of the Cataract and The Flying Chest. The former in fact made 
a welcome return and survived happily to reach its 54th performance 
on 5th April 1824. 
The 20th February saw the introduction of Elliston's last patent 
theatre attempt to produce Shakespeare with any degree of freshness 
but it was a poor effort in comparison with his earlier aspirations. 
Where his King Lear bad been epoch-making - both in the romantic if 
chaotic scenic attempts of 1820 and its revival of 1823, in which 
Act V was at last restored to the stage - The Merry Wives of Windsor 
now produced was Drury Ianets final capitulation to the contemporary 
taste which Covent Garden had long championed for "operatizing" 
Shakespeare. 1 
The naming of the painters on the bills, a practice which at this 
time the patent houses reserved solely for productions in which 
spectacle was to play the key part, betrays Elliston's intentions, 
but within its own terms the production was well staged and ably 
performed by a strong cast; "The new scenery of London and many 
views in. the vicinity... were beautiful and honourable to the management 
2 
... The Forest scenery by Stanfield... excellent". 
Easter saw what was in effect an encore to the success of The Flying 
Chest. Moncrieff in producing Zornaster or the Spirit of the Star 
bad not the slightest illusions but that "The necessity of transposing, 
curtailing, and lengthening many Scenes ... to suit the capabilities 
of carpenters and scene-shifters, nearly wholly deprived it of any 
pretentions to Dramatic construction it might originally have 
possessed, " and while darkly hinting that it was produced "under very 
disadvantageous circumstances" gave full credit to "the wonderful 
genius and exertions of my friends ? rinari, Stanfield and Roberts". .3 
As this spectacle is one of the few for which a textual description 
1. Review (? Bell's Weekly) with P8,20th Feb. 1824, (TM). 
2. ibid; cf., Christopher Murray, Elliston's Productions of Shakespeare 
in Theatre Survey, vol. ii (1970), pp. 113-4,116-8. 
3. W. T. Moncrieff, Z oroaster or the Spirit of the Star introduction to 
DL printed text, dated 12th May 182k, (TM). 
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is available it is worth reproducing this in full; at the same time - 
cne can suggest a possible way in which such a succession of scenes was 
divided for the audience to admire each view to the accompaniment of 
the "appropriate National, Vocal and Instrumental music" heard "off", 
before moving on to the next; for what is obvious from the Zoroaster 
diorama, though by no means. so from that of "Plymouth Breakwater" is 
that it was intended to be a succession of essentially separate 
pictures from widely different locations, linked only tenuously by. 
the lines in the magical invocation which summoned them up -"Earth's 
wonders and beauties be seen at our call"; 
(T. ABLE 5) 
" "zoltoiS'rr. Ii. 23 
" 
The back part of the Scene disappears, and discovers 
- ." :... THE 
- 
EY®OýýC' IIýON 
Olt, Display mode (speculative) 
. 'ý : Kaxoýxrlvýrsxirýucixrrswv. , "COMMENCING WITH V 
" : 
THE GREAT DESERT BY TWILIGHT, ' 1. stationary 
" ', and Arab Encampment ; 
Arabs discovered reposing in their Tents, others reclining 
o'er their Watch Fire, or contemplating the coming morn.. ýing; the Scene progresses and advances... , 
A CARAVAN OF MERCHANTS 2.? continuing Appears at a distance erossiV Me Darrt, near the Pyramids. movement 
.^i: ". CHORUS OF . NLIERCIIANTS. ^". Over Egypt's burning deserts fearlessly music heard 
In search of wealth for those beloe'd we roam, '- off Heat; thirst, toil, peril, are repaid if we " -. _; " Add but one comfort to our Native Home. 
Merchants, Camels, SIaves, 'Egiiipage; &c. increase 
in size, and advance to the front; it is now broad day. Merchants depart. advances... 
THE PYRAMIDS, 3. stationary 
ýý1nd the Colossal HEAD öf the SPHYXX, 
those wonders of ancient days, now appear ; groups 
of Figures surround the Head of the Sphynx, ad. 
miring its stupendous grandeur, and employed in 
-taking its altitude; they give place to the magni" --ý advances.. -., -. ficent Ruins of 
THE GREAT TE3IPLE of APOLLINOPOLIS 4. stationary 
MAGNA . " In the extensive' halls of, this tcrnple are devotees kneeling in paarer, atld tray otters -admiring the 
' . "t 
grandenr of its decay. ... . 
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24" zoRO. LSTER. 
ECHO CHORUS. 
DZYOTYE! AND TAAYYLLTA! " music heard 
Where is each fond adoring crowd, off 
That once knelt here to fervent prayer, 
To Gods of whom the world was proud? 
Echo, but answers-where ? 
The Temple gives lace to the Gigantic advances". 
COLOSSUS OF RHODES, F 5. stationary 
- 
with all its animated Scene ' which leads to a advances.... _ 
" "' View oe beautiful 
. 
6.? stationary or BAY OF N4 PLE. 'S, ' " some movement 
and exhibiting Fort ""-Taken near Castel del 'Oco to show diff- , St. Elmo; Soldier's Garrison on Pizzofalcone,, " , erent parts. Li jht-house and-glole, terminating with a glow- 
ing glimpse of the, 4ppenines by sun-set. The 
Iazaroni, Cavalieri, Pescatori, with their fishing- 
boats, Gondolas, ' &c. are -vividly represented, 
showing all the motley personae usually frequent- 
" ing the celebration of the Carnival. 
GLEE. music heard 
31. lSQCERADZRS. 
off 
"' -' `'' '' 'f is the bright day's rosy set, 
'ý ' ' Maids and youths in union meet ' " To click the sprightly castanet, 
.' 
And press the ground with joyous feet. " Every eye now teams with love, 
Seeing all it holds most dear; 
Not more warm you skies above, 
-Than the hearts now thrillin here, g 'From the Bay of Naples the Scene progresses to advances... 
" View o-'"' 7. stationary, 
" NOUNT FES UVIUS, by M OONLIGHTi ? with trans- 
At the period of a terrific eruption, amidst the calm- parencies. 
ness of a moonlight sky ; the burnin ° lava, descends 
an all announces. 'sin streams down the mountain , 
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~'ZQROA$. TZJt. 2S advances... 
awful destruction. Vesuvius w awa an "8.? tranaform- 
we sky succeeds, which, su denly-Wspersin ,, ation or an 
" discovers in an allegorical vista, a momentary up-stage Home, sweet Home. " i view reveals glimpse of l 
.:. 
behind 
" GLEE AND CHORUS. 0 
Midst the world's giddy pleasures abroad we may roam, 
music heard 
off ' s no place like home; 'Bqt though ever so humble, there 
" A charm from the skies seems to hallow us there, 
-Which search through the world we shall not meet else- 
' where. .. Home, sweet home, protected by our laws, 
Long in thy sacred shelter may we sing 
With children, wives, and friends, in fond applaaae, " Heaven bless our country; and God save our ging. ' advances... 
" . ". -r 
From Rome the Spectator is conveyed is 
THE GRAND FALLS OF TIVOLI, 
" .. 9, stationary 
--. )Vitt all its dissic and interesting associationst. 
GLEE. -. -Erscaat&L Srcatrs, music heard 
off Spirits of the dashing spray, 
'%Vhere the silver waters fall, 
Ia circling dance we play; 
.' 
pilgrims that wandering stray, 
Still hear our viewless salt; 
'' 
. And sooth'd pursue their way. ,. 
' 
advances... Frmn Tivoti the Scene changes to a Fie to of 
: The CITY OF'; BABYLO\T, 10ý stationary 
" IN ALL ITS SPLENDOUR. 
Its brazen\valls, massy towers, wondrous banging 
gardens. The semblance of GFSrx appears regally ? advances... 




28. ZOR'O-ASTER'. - 
sniR'exülts , luspröud ambition is howes r check; 
ed y the : Scene changing to J. transformation 
.f . lir 4 
The DESTRUCTION of BABYLON, III; stationary 
Amid the horrors and desolation, of which, the 
.. = phantom of P rz A appears, exhausted and wretch- 
ed, sinking to the earth with fatigue and suffering. 
Recalled to himself by the sight, GLB1a hastify.: ..:... direction to 
rises, and in much agitation, demands to be re- actor cönvey ed to Memi his, which closes the Eidophü- 
sicon, and- ends """:. .". 
Acr - TnE -Fmsr. ::.. . 
In some rather generalised statements abcut panoramas based on this 
example Wickman observed that, 
"There is no necessary continuity to the scenery 
represented. It could move from the Colossus of 
Rhodes to the Bay of Naples with no sense cd 
incongruity. Unlike the circular panoramas, 
the moving panorama or dioramas were often a 
series of unconnected scenes painted on the 
same length of canvas" 1 
While examples of such extravagant mixtures of subjects can be 
found in the general panoramic field, it is arguable whether they 
constitute more than a small minority of theatre panoramas. In 
Stanfield'a case Zornaster is an almost unique example of such scenic 
non sequiturs. 
It was also probably uniquely long, and not only in physical terms; 
on first performeºnee when it followed Maeready in Vir nius "act I 
was timed at 1 hr. 50 mina., and act II at 45 mins. 
2 As the 
"Eidophusikon" was advertised as 482 feet long we can assume that 
with its musical interpolations it took at least half an hour to be 
shown. 
1. Wickmn, Panoramic Scenery, p. 176. 
2. Winston, Journal. 19th April 1824. 
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It was perhaps this length, the disparity of the dioram seems and 
the obvious contrivance of the piece to accommodate them that 
accounts for the muted public reaction; the critics were prepared 
to admit that the diorama's changes oP light as though throughout 
the day were done in the most natural nnnner imginable and that 
the views by "Stansfelt" (sic), were delightful but the audience 
was bored by the Greek which they translated as eeimui and the critics 
found themselves yawning for lack of dramatic incident. 
1 It is 
obvious that whatever "naturalness" there was in the profusion of 
scenes and effects was limited to the individual views rather than 
the ensemble *. it was perhaps the confusion of the totality as 
opposed to the success of the individual episodes which both shows 
something of a beginner's excess and suggests the reason why, in 
future, Stantield stuck to more rational travelogue sequences. 
Extraordinarily, though the theatre did not close until 26th July 
there is no suggestion of Stanfield doing any more work that season 
and on the 19th May he arrived at Birmingham with his five year old 
son in tow to get up a provincial revival of The Plying Chest for 
Buim; this, as we shall see, was just the first event of a summer 
which encompassed other panoramic work and a tour in the Alps. 
Stanfield was back at his Drury lane poet in the autumn to paint 
the scenery for The Enchanted Courser, an Eastern horse spectacular 
by the Reverend George Croly. Barrymore, who had left the Drury Lane 
payroll in January was re-engaged on a piece-work contract to produce 
the spectacular aide, Wallack taking care of the overall direction. 
2 
Today no-one doubts the infinite care which goes into the packaging 
and advertising of any goods, service or performance and while we 
should not merke wild assumptions about our predecessorstthoughts in 
this direction they were certainly not heedless of advertising subtleties. 
1. Examiner, 26th April 1824. 
2. Barrymores "Memo of Agreement", 23rd Sept. 1824 set his fee at £20 
for getting up the Flying Courser, £20 for another piece (? Aa_) 
and £100 for the Christmas pantomime; ? draft in Winston 
A Collection ... vol. 1823-25. 
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E1liston was an absolute pioneer of the puff and expert at keeping 
his doings before the public eye. One of his principal methods 
was exploitation of the possibilities of the playbill, aided by 
the advances which were being meide in the 1820's in type design 
and layout. 
His occasional use of the double page bill to list the detail of 
his spectacular pieces, became a staple of his successors and with 
the reign of Charles an at the Princess's it became unthinkable 
that a Shakespearean revival should be accorded anything less. 
1 
It was the cheapest and most reliable way to promote one's product 
to the as audience. If, as at Drury Lene, the bills were actually 
printed on the premises the process could be directly and easily 
controlled, and it is not surprising that jealousies over the 
presence, or order, of credits on such bills became matters of 
dispute. 2 
In this context the tendency, as in The Enchanted Courser, for 
Stanfield to be placed last in the list of painters (Marinariabeing 
senior) was to become important in allowing a steady increase both 
in the'type size and central positioning accorded to his name (pl. 21). 
The degree to which this was an effect of his reputation and a 
contributor to it is unassessable but looked at either way the 
result was certainly beneficial. 
Barrymore and the artists notwithstanding, the critics at the opening 
of The Flying Courser now bad the measure of Elliston who, they opined, 
"seems to think that the display of some fine scenery and well 
arranged processions would carry it through the ordeal of public 
opinion". They did not, even though Elliston had postponed the first 
night to permit further rehearsal; the Flying Courser took - 
ott amid "much disapprobation" on the 28th and was deservedly shot 
1. Murray, Elliston, p. 149; Gordon Martin, The Playbill, The 
Development of its Typographic Style (Chicago 1963), esp., items 3, 
9,22. 
2. See Winston, Journal, 27th Oct, 1823, 
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down after seven showings. 
l Nor did Hated the Gherber (based on 
Moore's Lallah Rookh) which attempted to re-use the scenery, deserve 
or do any better at the end of November, even though some thought 
that "the poetry on Moore seems to have impelled the pencil of 
Stanfield". 2 
The sensation of the season howeyer, was neither an Astleyan horse- 
circus nor mere spectacular derivations from the minor theatre 
repertory. On 10th November Soane's adaptation of Weber's opera 
,ba 
Der Freischutz took the boards, the fifth and most successful version 
of this sensational piece London was to see. It was an event of both 
general and individual importance in that while setting the fashion 
for the diabolic, its effects were probably unequalled by any of its 
successors. 
The opera had first appeared with eclat in Berlin in 1821 and the 
spectacular basics of the plot are simple enough. A young huntsman 
(Adolph in Scan 's version) to qualify to become bead ranger and win 
the hand of the present incumbent's daughter, has to establish 
his worth in a shooting contest. In this his rival the wicked 
Caspar, who has sold his soul to the devil, offers to help, hoping 
thus to substitute Adolph's soul in place of his own. The help 
involves Caspar summoning the fiend Zamiel (played by the redoubtable 
"Obi" Smith) by the casting of magic bullets at midnight in "The 
Wolf's Hollow". 
In a piece which had been much adapted to suit the platitudinous 
moral sentimentality of English taste, it was the "horror, absurdity 
and sulphur"3 of this scene in particular which created both sensation 
and gossip. It certainly bad musical strength perhaps only paralleled 
by the famous Ghost Melody in Charles Kean's later Corsican Brothers - 
for everyone from salon to street-sweeper was whistling the famous 
Haunting Chorus = but one can only indicate the impact of the visual 
1. Unidentified review with PB, 28th Oct. 1824, (TM). 
2. Mirror of the Stage, cited by lawrence, Bristol Notebooks, vol. t, p. 746. 
3. Thespian Sentinel, 29th Sept, 1825. 
4. Edward Stirling, Old Drury Lane (2 vols., London 1881), vol. 2, p. 107. 
119. 
effects for which Stanfield with his machinists were responsible 
by the fact that of all the non-pantomime pieces which he painted 
up to 1834 it was only Der Freischütz which E. L. Blanchard recalled 
in 1871 as being thlone in which "be first distinguished himself 
at Drury lane". 
1 
The Wolf's Hollow" is a scene which we my describe in some detail; 
"Lofty rocks on each side«, Xtunted trees; torrents, 
a fragile bridge thrown across the stage from rocks on 
is left to rocks on the right; this... at least 
twenty-four feet high from the stage to reach which, 
after crossing the bridge over a torrent, a rude 
flight of steps, composed of stones, ivy, trees etc. 
Adolph sings on the bridge, Casper below in the 
Glen, preparing a charmed circle for infernal 
bullet casting. Music unearthly; moon obscured 
by red, owls and bats joining in diabolical 
chorus. " 2 
The stage directions in the printed version of the scene are even 
more explicit in the sequence of gruesome effects; particularly 
notable are the wild changes of lighting, which while reminiscent 
of the excesses of the Elliston-Kean King Lear of 1820., here make 
a virtue of probably unavoidable extremes; 
"As he casts the first ball, Caspar cries 'One' 
which is repeated by a ghastly echo, while 
'thunder and lightning follow, and the fire 
shoots up in one broad pyramid of light! On 
'Tyro: ' 
... 
'the moon is completely eclipsed; 
two fiery wheels roll over the scene, and 
various meteors shoot about in the air, 
crossing each other in every direction. ' On 
'Tree; ' the Demon of the Hartz Mountain 
appears in the distance, a gigantic figure 
carrying in one hand a blazing pine tree; the 
whole scene changes to one dark-green hue'. 
On -'Four! ' flames burst from all parts of the 
earth, 'the crack of whips, tramp of horses, 
groans and shouts of laughter are heard from 
the air and below the earth'. On 'Five! ' the 
Wild Host rush through the air 'and the whole 
scene changes to blood-red. Violent thunder'. 
The Host sing a chorus before Caspar cries 
'Six! ' when lightning strikes him. 'Echo 
1. E. L. Blanchard, Scenery and Scene-Painters in The Era Almsnack, 
1871, p. 36. 
2. Stirling, Old Drury lane, vol. 2, p. 109. 
i 
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repeats WCE; Every crag is crowded with 
figures of the dead in their shrouds, and 
appear as so many skeletons, which, after 
a moment, drop to pieces and disappear. ' 
Caspar appeals to Zamiel for help; then 
casting the seventh bullet rushes out of 
the magic circle and catches hold of the 
blasted oak... The tree changes into Zamiel 
and seizes Caspar. A clock strikes one. 
'Rocks are shivered, trees are torn up and 
set on fire. The cataract overflows and 
meteors flit across the air'. " 1 
Such descriptions are fairly well substantiated and supplemented 
by the juvenile dram scenes, which show the types of effect used 
in the various London productions, (pis. 22-3). Stanfield's 
efforts were apparently not behind his colleagues in the costume 
department, who produced highly effective black clothes painted 
with bones for the skeletonie extras; whereas, for example, the 
critics had sniffed at the paltriness of the eponymous Cataract 
of the Ganges, whose water had been used in propria persona they 
were delighted by the inspiration which bad re-introduced it here; 
"Perhaps_a. cascade of real water was never 
so well used before in a theatrical spectacle 
... where it is actually made to represent a torrent of fire. This is as it should be. 
Water should not represent itself upon the 
stage, for every thing there should be illusion; 
but to make it play the character of fire must 
be admitted to be truly theatrical". 2 
The back lighting of this effect seems to have played havoc with 
the skeletons - who suddenly showed up more solid than was intended - 
but other distractions were to hand, though not entirely clear in 
their means. The description and the juvenile scene at least 
suggests a moving border may have been employed to show a phantom 
stag hunt, or similar "fancifully terrific adjuncts which seem to 
defy further research"3 and there is also a strong suggestion of 
transparency effects in the wings. 
Moreover not all the unholy denizens from the mezzanine were flesh 
and blood, for by Raymaui's account "The gradual increase of terrific 
1. Christopher Murray, ... Elliston's production of Faust ... 182 in Theatre Research, vol. xi, nos. 2 and 3 (1971), p. 105. 
2. Unidentified review, with PB, 10th Nov. 1824, (TM). 
3. Exa___miner, 15th Nov. 1824. 
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objects in various directions and the horrific abruption, in which 
two gigantic figures (admirable conceived by Stanfield) rose to 
the whole height of the stage, formed a phantasme never surpassed 
in the history of dranmatio mechanism". 
1 Without any sense of 
incongruity one critic described all Stanfield's scenery as 
beautiful (no doubt to Roberts' annoyance since he did three of 
the seven scenes) while adding that the piece would go far "if 
the taste for the horrible oontinuee". 
2 The writer was correct; 
in fact both Stanfield's and Roberts' scenes were applauded nightly, 
the opera was performed before the King, it became a major tourist 
attraction in London and on its 105th performance at the close of 
the 1825-26 season was still holding its place. Curiously, 
though Winston makes no note Mer Freisetidtz in his journal, Stanfield's 
"Wolf's Hollow" received a back-handed accolade in the Christmas 
pantomime when his colleagues Hollogan and Adams pastiched it in a 
comic "Haunted Kitchen" scene. This show3Harleguin and the Talking 
Bird succeeded against even Elliston's better judgement but contained 
little of note. 
3 A view of Edinburgh by Stanfield was however 
singled out for praise, and the full array of scene-painters listed 
by way of a puff on the bill included right at the end "Stanfield Jun. "; 
thus does young William Stanfield make his sole known appearance in 
a patent house, having spent most of the preceding year working at 
the Coburg. 4 
The first four months of 1825 produced nothing to match the continuing 
success of Der Freischütz and the popular scandal of Kean's theatrical 
comeback after the Cox affair, a return not helped by his being 
biased from the stage in a version of Masaniello, in which Ellistan 
had put him on horseback but which even good scenery could not save. 
On 11th MayMacready appeared for the first time in Knowles'new 
William Tell, for which Stanfield painted one scene (kj "A Mountain 
Torrent") and Marinari and Roberts the other seven; for once however 
mere scenic comment was swamped by more dramatic acclaim. 
1. George Raymond, The Life and Enterprises of Robert William Elliston 
(London 1857), p. 3k7. 
2. The Drama or the Th. Pocket MaR. vol. vii, no. 1 (182$), p. 10k. 
3. Winston Journal, 27th Dec. 1824. 
4. See van der Merze, Stanfield Brothers. 
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On 16th May George Soane's authorised adaptation of Goethe's Faust 
provided a popular sequel to Der Freischutz. This production has 
been extensively examined, not least for its effect on the French 
romantic painter Delacroix,, who had already been an avid observer 
of Der Freischutz and now considered Faustus "une piece ... qui 
est plus diabolique qu'on puisse imaginer". 
1 He particularly 
noticed a series of transformations which have been claimed as the 
first application of "diorama" to a "serious" play. 
2 This appears 
to be word misusage, since the stage directions for the series of 
visions which Faustus magically conjures (in 111.1. ) betray effects 
which while not omitting some transparency, are more convincingly 
explained as mechanical flat-changes and certainly did not involve 
a moving cloth. These visions included Stanfield's "Chapel of 
San Martino" in which, if Robert Cruikshank's engraving of the 
scene is accurate, some ethereal ghosts did appear; backed by 
distant organ music and the chant of a priest, "L'effet" according 
to Delacroix, "ne peut aller plus loin sur le theatre". (p1.2k). 
3 
Stanfield's view of the "Bay of Naples" to which this changed may 
have been salvageom Masaniello and the remainder of the "vision" 
sequence was done by Marinari and Roberts. The last scene, Faustus' 
removal to hell, deviated from the text's requirement for falling 
buildings and demons in clouds and fire, substituting a painted 
back-scene of "Pandemonium" by Stanfield, against which the exit was 
made "up to hell, in a species of car or go-cart" via an "inclined 
" plane. 
On 29th April th9 Drury lane accounts note payment of £15 to 
Stanfield for a journey to Paris. 
5 The trip presumably began after 
completion of the Faustus work and my well have combined business 
1. Eugene Delacroix, (A. Joubin ed. ). Correspondance Generale, (Paris 1935), 
vol. 1, p. 160. See Gunter Busch, Eugene Delacroix, Der Tod des 
Valentin, (Frankfurt 1973), pp. 17-25; of. Murray, Elliston s, Faust. 
2. Murray, ibid,, pp. 109-10, on the authority of the prompt copy. 
I am obliged to Dr Murray for additional notes on this subject. 
3. Delacroix, Correspondance, be. cit. 
u. Murray, Elliston's Faust, p. llln. 
5. BL Add. MS. 29711, f. 444. 
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and pleasure; for as we shall see Stanfield had for some time 
been engaged to remarry, and the absence of his now regular letters 
to his lady during the visit may indicate that she went with him as 
the new Mrs Stanfield. 
The official reason for the journey was to sketch, though why Elliston 
should have paid is uncertain; Stanfield my have prevailed on him 
with the quite reasonable case that any tour be made was distinctly 
to the theatre's advantage and that a visit to Paris was as 
advantageous for a scene-painter seeking new ideas, as Elliston 
knew it to be for a manager or a playwright. 
l 
The coronation of Charles X of France took place at Rheims on 
6th June and though there is no evidence that Stanfield was there, 
the event and his painter's recent travels immediately provided 
Elliston with a pretext for the last of his great processional 
displays. Five Minutes too latesor An Elopanent to Rheims opened on 
5th July, with a large cast, gorgeous costumes from the best 
authorities and boasting a "book of the play" embellished with 
engravings, no copies of which seem now to be available. 
2 
The bills made much of Stanfield's. "several weeks on the Continent" 
collecting "appropriate" ideas for scenery. One my doubt what is 
appropriate to a scenario in which the central characters are a pair 
of eloping lovers, and certainly his scenes had no bearing on the 
coronation; nonetheless his 'series of panoramic views" in which the 
loners are seen arriving on the steam packet at Dieppe, their 
subsequent voyage along the coast and up to Rouen, with the road 
journey to Paris, were very well received. The Examiner thought the 
sunlit view of Dieppe harbour particularly fine, adding that in its 
execution "we suspect that the Artist has borrowed from Turner's 
striking picture of the same subject in the present Exhibition. "3 
This attribution Is itself of note since while the theatre occasionally 
1. Murray, Elliston, p. 108. 
2. An untitled fragment of scene's script is in the Lord Chamberlain's 
plays, BL Add. MS . 42872, item (6). 
3. Examiner, 11th July 1825. 
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copied well-known masterpieces as act-drops, it is unusual to find 
such direct flattery of so immediately contemporary a work. 
Turner's picture, Harbour of Dieppe (changement de domicile). (pl. 25)-) 
had been astounding and dismaying critics from the malls of the 
Academy since May, and that Stanfield took his cue from it at all 
is in part due to his unusual artistic double life. It is certainly 
ironic that a work which in the gallery was widely condemned as 
displaying "all the magic of skill at the expense of the magic of 
nature" should, when. emulated in the theatre, be accepted without 
demur; but confused standards were equally rife in both fields and 
the very existence of so palpable a cross-reference is an indication 
of the influence and interest that Stanfield was injecting into the 
pictorial side of theatre. 
l 
The example also raises the largely unpursued question of what in 
any other field would be grandly called the iconographic sources of 
the scene-painter. Obviously Stanfield relied very much on his own 
travelling sketches for European scenery but both he, and to a far 
greater extent his untravelled scenic contemporaries, had to rely in 
varying degrees on secondary material. 
The stage's min source of exotic topography was of course engraving. 
It is important to remember that the rise of landscape art in both 
theatre and gallery during the 1820's and 1830's was in no small 
part aided by the growth of the reproduction industry, in which the 
mass-production allowed by the new steel-plate engraving was coming 
into its own. The social significance of this development, striking 
at the same sector of the population from which theatre drew its 
audiences, was not lost on commentators; writing in 1832 of a 
pictorial work to which Stanfield contributed, a critic observed 
that; ',,, 
"There is not ... a stronger characteristic of the 
present age than the number, the variety and 
excellence of what are called cheap publications, 
or publications intended for the middle and lower 
1. A. J. Finberg, The Life of J. M. W. Turner, (2nd ed., Oxford 1961), p. 289. 
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classes of society. They seems to go far 
to prove that there is a great change about 
to take place in our civil intercourse, and 
that the distinctions of superior knowledge 
and intelligence, and frequently of power, 
are about to be taken from their former 
possessors. " 1 
Stanfield materially contributed to this development of taste and 
his engravings, or the drawings from which they were taken, are the 
only surviving indications of what sang of his best scenes my have 
looked like. As he derived both from the same source, his 
travelling sketches, it would surely have paid him to make one 
reflect the other to some degree even if the fact of his doing so 
cannot be proved. 
We have however very little indication of the sources from which he 
drew scenes of places he never saw; that he borrowed sketches is 
clear but there is only one explicit reference to his copying a 
Specific topographical work; this attributes his Egyptian views 
for Zoroaster as deriving, from the illustrations in Dominique Denon's 
account of his travels as leading savant in Napoleon's Egyptian 
camps ign. 
2 
That Stanfield's own engravings were used as a source by others we 
can fortunately see in a surviving act-drop, executed in 1876 by 
the London scenic artist W. Maugham for the Northampton theatre* .3 
Though not identical with its original, the subject, composition and 
in particular the detail of the boat in the foreground are clearly 
derived from 'Isola Bella 
.ý 
Stanfieldfs vignette title plate to 
Heath's Picturesque Annual for 1832, (pis. 26-7). 
1. Library of the Fiäe Arts, vol. iv, Sept. 1832, p. 193. 
2. Capt. J. Hacdonell to 
. 
CS,.. 19th Jan. 1818, re; return of sketches. 
Denon's Travels in Upper and Lower Et... (Arthur Aikin, 
trans. ), 3 vols., Longman s, London 1 80,3), contains fold-out 
panoramic engravings inc. a view of scientists measuring the 
Sphynx, as in the diorama. Use of the source was pointed out 
in The Drama or Th. Pocket Mag., April 1824, pp. 86-7. 
3. Warwick, Theatre Un-Royal, pp. 210,227. 
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Returning to 1825, the "first style of scenic excellence"1 of 
Five Minutes too late quite failed to counteract public indifference 
for the subject of the French coronation and displeasure with the 
appalling script. The season as a whole had made record receipts, 
but the expenses too had been unprecedented and in keeping the piece 
on at a loss Elliston's enthusiasm proved disastrous. - The first 
result was a simple cash flow problem which forced an early end to 
the season on 21st July; more serious was the realization that 
ElUiston had at last been guilty of a serious error of judgement. 
For the proprietors it was no longer a question of whether be could 
be removed, simply how long it would take. 
2 
The season of 1825-26 which saw Elliston's downfall shows little 
technical novelty in Stanfield's contribution but a steady consolidation 
of his position in the house and the public estimation. 
The high point of his endeavours was certainly the "NAU! rABOLIA" 
introduced into the Christmus pantomime Harlequin Jack of All Trades, 
showing in six episodes the "Adventures of a-Ship"of War" from her 
launch, to her wreck and towing into a foreign port. The other 
scenery, partly by Roberts, was also excellent and the piece as a whole very 
good of its sort. The Times looking at Stanfield and Roberts' efforts., 
was prophetically convinced that both, already so celebrated in 
theatre, would "become highly eminent as contributors to those insti- 
tutions which have been established for the encouragement of painting 
in, this country". 
3 Though there were elements of the travelogue in 
the "NAUMETABOLIA" it is particularly interesting as being an instance, 
the first and clearest in Stanfield's work of the use of a series 
of stage scenes to tell a story. This was an aim remarkably close 
to the modern use of slides or film; as a technique it was exploited 
to a great extent outside theatre in the Victorian lecture-panorama 
of which Albert Smith's Ascent of Mont Blanc, Painted by Beverley, 
is the best known example. 
1. Times, 6th July 1825. 
2. Murray, E11 iston, pp. 110-1. 
3. Times, 27th Dec. 1825. 
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The critics had noted the improvement of Drury Lane scenery almost 
from the moment Stanfield and Roberts had joined the house in 1823. 
In 1826, though they could not see the personal competition which 
was going on between the two painters, they were beginning to 
mark the wider theatrical effects that this and the external 
Covent Garden competition were having on the art in general; 
"It is astonishing" d3 wrote one in January, "what effect the admirable scenic efforts 
of Messrs Grieve at one house and Messrs 
Stanfield and Roberts at the other have 
produced on ... the minor theatres. 
" 1 
The Morning Chronicle returned to this theme in March; in its 
oemmenta on Oberon, faults notwithstanding, it considered the 
Drury Lane team to have excelled their former efforts "in this now 
important department of a theatre", and could think of no better 
praise for some work of the young Dana on at the Coburg than to find 
it "equal to any effort of STANFIEID". Considering that in the same 
column young William Stanfield was also winning laurels for his work 
at Astley's, the family name was becoming in more ways than one, part 
of the scenery of the day. 
2 
Affairs at Drury Lane were however desperate; not only had Elliston's 
credit and credibility collapsed but in August 1825 a stroke bad 
physically prevented his attending to business. Hanging on almost 
by his teeth against every effort to dislodge him be had appointed 
his son "manager for the time being" -a task to which William Gore 
was not equal. 
The situation deteriorated still further on 18th April 1826 when 
Roberts sent in his resignation. 
3 Covent Garden had made him a good 
offer; as an architectural painter he was tired of having to take 
on the "refuse" of Marinari's right of first choice, and above all 
he was thoroughly alienated by the "numerous petty jealousies and 
bickerings" precipitated by close proximity to Stanfield's ambition. 
1. Unidentified review in Winston, A Collection, vol. 1826-30. 
Morning Chronicle, 28th March 1826. 
3. Winston, Catalogue, lot 679. 
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In the last he was hardly an innocent victim, for once round the 
corner his confrontation with the Grieves appears to have been 
equally acrimonious. 
1 
It was one thing for the Drury Lane Committee cheerfully to anticipate 
the loss of a manger who was now a liability, quite another to 
consider what might occur if Stanfield, always the principal and now 
the sole star of their painting room, should also quit Elliston's 
sinking ship. 
At the Proprietors' A. G. M. of 1825 a somewhat double-edged motion 
had been made to encourage Elliston with a presentation of plate; 
the idea, even perhaps the plate itself, was now turned to better 
purpose. 
On 16th May, The Times with a dead-pan remark about generosity and 
wisdom going hand-in-hand, noted that the Committee had "presented 
a handsome silver vase to Mr Stanfield as a testimonial of the high 
sense they entertain of his great exertions in the scenic department" 
2 
Stanfield's graceful acknowledgement to the Chairman indicates that 
the desired effect of the gesture was achieved; 
"My former pursuits and profession (that of a 
sailor have, I fear, ill adapted me to make 
you a suitable return in words for your 
liberality but I trust that my future endeavours 
may in some measure shew'the high sense I have 
of the Honour bestowed on me. 
To the liberal and kind support I have met with 
from Mr Ellistan and the Managers of the Theatre 
I chiefly owe the success my productions have 
met with, it will ever be gratefully remembered 
by Sir, with much respect 
your Obliged & Obt 
Servant 3 Clarkson Stanfield 
As Elliston on 3rd July made his apologia and resigned, bloody but 
1.. Roberts MS. ff. 27,48-9. 
2, cf. Murray, Elliston, p. 111. 
3. C3 to J. Calcrafttn. d. /827, (TM). 
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only temporarily bowed, the Committee bad some reason to congratulate 
itself on its acumen; having disposed of one expensive embarrassment 
they had, at little extra cost, secured their principal painting 
asset. Now in sole effective control of the scene-room, Stanfield 
appeared to be equally satisfied. 
His three year association with Elliston had one bizarre postscript. 
In July while he was painting for Gye at Vauxhall G 'densiElliston 
and Winston came down to see him. By the end of the evening the 
ex-Lessee was much the worse for the aleholio delights of the resort 
and it was thus unfortunate that while walking with his two companions 
he should spot his arch-enemy Poole the dranatist. "He said 11 
believe that's Poole, and if it is I'll kick him' "-a bullying and 
expensive habit for which Poole "a very little man" had already had 
L80 in damages from him the previous year. 
1 Nonetheless he kicked, 
bowling Stanfield over in his eagerness to do so, and the painter 
bad to face the embarrassment of his name in The Times' humorous 
account of the fiasco as avowing his ignorance of tons intentions 
to Poole's friends. 2 After such improprieties there is no further 
reference to any contact between Stanfield and Elliston. 
It ras again perhaps propriety which caused Stanfield to raise 
objections to Bunn's application for Elliston's vacant throne; for 
though'there is no evidence of any bad professional relations between 
them at this stage, Bunn was then enjoying high notoriety for having, 
in effect, sold his wife to the rakish Colonel Berkeley. 
3 
Whether Stanfield's objections were heeded is unknown, though they 
implied a threat to quit the theatre, but the Committee agreed with 
the sentiment and after some confusion the American Stephen Price 
became the next manager- of Drury lane. 
1. ' 'Winston, Journal, 21st July 1826; Examiner, 6th June 1825. 
2. ` Times, 24th July 1826. 
Journal 26th June 1826; Vizetelly, Glances Back, 3. ', '-Winston ;. 208. vol. 1, 
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CHAPTER 4 
STANFIEID IN THE 1820'S 
"I think if a man has genius to 
be a painter, very few things 
will keep him from rising. " 
(Stanfield before the Commons 
Committee on Art Union, l8kk ) 
4.1. Early artistic associates; The Lambeth Circle. 
Having accounted for Stanfield's work under Elliston we should 
return to follow events parallel to his Drury lane career. 
Stanfield's wife died, probably in childbirth, in November 1821 
leaving him with two infants to care for. It was probably at this 
point, with his career gaining momentum, that at least two of his 
sisters Mary and Elizabeth, with their now septuagenarian father 
came to join him in London and Stanfield himself left Mount Gardens. 
In late 1822 he moved to 18 Bishop's Walk, on the river below 
Lambeth Palace and conveniently close the the Surrey end of 
Westminster Bridge. 
That semi-rural Lambeth was at this time a theatrical area has 
already been briefly noted and it is possible to pin down the 
theatrical and more generally artistic circle in which Stanfield was 
to be found there up to 1828; for while commentators beginning with 
Ruskin have always assumed that Stanfield was in the narrowest sense 
no men's pupil, being largely self-taught by his association with 
stage tainting and its practitioners, he was much influenced both 
professionally and personally by several artists who were his 
neighbours and friends at this time. 
Next door to Stanfield at number 16 lived William Etty, (1787-1849) - 
historical painter and delineator of. sensuous_and, for the time, 
sensational nudes. While Stanfield was preparing to storm the town 
with Der Freischutz, Etty was being elected A. R. A. at his first 
attempt, and though there is little painting connection between the 
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two men the influence of Etty on Stanfield's progress in the art 
establishment was considerable. They were to be neighbours on 
and off for about ten years and as Etty painted portraits of two 
of Stanfield's younger children, which can only have been done in 
the mid 1840s, it is certain that the relationship was close until 
the older man retired to York in 18+8.1 
If Etty's subject matter was outside Stanfield's line as a landscape 
painter, the same could not be said with regard to a highly convivial 
and talented but now largely neglected group of-artists with whom 
he mixed in the old wooden tavern - haunt of actors and scene- 
painters - further along the Walk. 
2 
These men can most usefully 
be considered in increasing order of importance to Stanfield and 
we my for this purpose except David Roberts, who though himself now 
living nearby does not seem to have been one of the regular company. 
First, there was a group very closely linked by their prime concern 
with panorama painting. Henry Aston Barker (1774-1856) second son 
of Robert Aston Barker had succeeded to the family panorama business 
on his father's death in 1806. In this he was for a time in friendly 
competition with his elder brother Thomas Edwards since the latter 
had gone into partnership with John Burrord whose own panorama ball 
at 169 The Strand, was converted in 1831 into the Strand Theatre; 
these two businesses were profitably amalgamated in 1826. 
Thomas Barker was certainly one of the Lambeth coterie, Robert most 
probably so; for the family lived nearby at West Square where they 
had an enormous circular building in which the Leicester Square 
panoramas were painted and where another of the Stanfield circle 
worked for them. 
3 This was John Masey Wright (1777-1866) who for 
some seven years contributed figures to their panoramas, was sometime 
scene-painter at the Kingts Theatre and also a Bishop's Walk resident. 
1. Francis Stanfield (1835-1914), as a boy; red Bair, green loan-necked 
costume; oil, (private coll. ). Field Stanfield (1844-1905), as a 
child; fair hair, half-length to sitters left against red background; 
oil on millboard, (private coll. ). 
2. Martin Hardie, Watercolour Painting in Britain, (3 vols., London 
1966-68), vol. 3, P-81- 
3. ]bid. '; Hubert J. Pragnell, The London Panoranms of Robert Barker 
and Thomas Girtin1(London Topographical Soo., London 1968), pp. 11,13. 
$. Heaketh Hubbard, An Outline History British 
Artists. Pt, l, 1823- O, London 1937), p. 17n. 
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The youngest of the group and one whom it would be more accurate to 
say came under the popular influence of Stanfield and his generation 
rather than vice-versa, was George Chambers. Chambers who was 
born in Whitby in 1803 and came permanently to London aged about 
twenty, had an early career which in comparison with Stanfield's 
shows remarkably well how much the latter's success owed to drive 
and luck above mere talent. In terms of biography their impoverished 
origins and early days in the hardships of the coasting trade, even 
their unseamen-like physiques and poor health were remarkably 
similar. 
1 Their dissimilarity was in Chambers' extreme diffidence - 
a vice with which one could never have associated Stanfield even at 
his most modest. Chambers too was a scene-painter, his first work 
being as assistant to E. T. Parris on the vast panorama of London 
begun in 1825 for Thomas' Hornorts Colosseum in Regent's Park. 
2 
Even more important in relation to Stanfield was the similarity of 
their easel subjects, both specialising most successfully in marine 
and coastal views; for while contemporary opinion was divided as 
to whether Chambers was a mere imitator of the style and subjects 
of Stanfield and Augustus Callcott, or their equals there is no 
doubt that had he survived longer and produced more, Stanfield might 
have had a serious rival. Remarking on the early death of 
Richard Parkes Bonington in 1828, Gerard Reitlinger suggested that 
this event "made Stanfield's career, for if Bonington could no longer 
turn out Boningtons, Stanfield certainly could"4 -a cynical assess- 
ment but one with considerable truth in it; with Chambers' name 
substituted for Bonington's the remark would also have some validity. 
Chambers died in 1840, when Stanfield who had attempted to encourage 
5 him was among those who helped his family. 
1. ... See, John Watkins, Life and Career of George Chambers, 
(London 1841), 
Chs. 1,2; David Cordingly, Marine Painting in England 1700-1900, 
(London 1974), pp. 162-4. 
2., --Watkins, ibid., pp. 26-35, 
3. Ibid., p. 64; Library of the Fine Arts, (Is), vol. iii, April 1834, 
PP. -577-8. 
4. Gerard Reitlinger, The Economics of Taste, (3 vols., London 1970) 
vol. 1, P-93. 
5* Wattzins, op. cit" , pp. 85,173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There were three other artists with whom both Stanfield and Roberts 
had longstanding and important ties, if not as pupils to formal 
masters but rather as older friends from vb om they received guidance. 
Alexander Nasmyth whom we have already mentioned, became involved 
in landscape painting for both gallery and theatre from about 1793, 
when his radical views caused a decline in his career as a portraitist. 
In his easel work and his scenery, which included work for Edinburgh 
and the entire stock of the Glasgow theatrewhich had so impressed 
the young Roberts, Nasmyth was considered to have introduced the 
first dawn of Romantip perception into Scottish painting. 
l 
Though himself not a painter of great power he was a celebrated 
artistic polymath in Edinburgh and attracted and taught many 
artists whose potential abilities exceeded his own. He encouraged 
both Roberts and Stanfield in Edinburgh where the latter had approached 
him, perhaps as early as 1814, and asked for advice on how to develop 
his style; "My young friend" replied the master, "there is but one 
style. an artist should endeavour-to attain, and that is the style of 
nature. The nearer you get to her the better. " 
2 
This which sounds not a little trite now, had a far more inspiring 
ring at the time when British landscape art was a youthful, idealistic 
and poor relation to imitations of continental old masters and 
portraiture; the impression the words had on Stanfield was clearly 
shown when he in his turn was asked similar advice by the young scene- 
painter William Leitch, who was also quite independently under the 
Nasmyth's spell. Stanfield repeated Nasmyth's advice almost verbatim. 
3 
Of Nasmyth's formal pupils his eldest son Patrick was one of those in 
closest contact with Stanfield in the 1820s. 
4 
He too was a scene- 
painter, assisting his father in Scotland but whereas Alexander's 
1. James L. Caw, Scottish Painting Past and Present 1620-1908, 
(Edinburgh 1908). pp. 139- 0; set J. F. Arnott, Two Drawings by 
Alexander Nasmyth in TN, vol. xiii, no. 1, (1958), pp. 18-20. 
2. Roberta, Life p. 15; James Nasmyth (ed. S. Smiles), An Autobiograf, 
(London 183,, pp. 42,133. 
3. A. MacGeorge, William Leighton Leitch, A Memoir, (London 1884), p. 46. 
4. J. Nasmyth, Autobio nappy, p. 63. 
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subjects tended to combine architecture and the more rugged Northern 
landscapes, Patrick was a painter of the English hedgerows around 
London. In Nasmyth senior's work there is some formality of 
compösition, linked with a cool and muted colour in the Dutch 
tradition, for which he had a conscious regard; these Dutch 
tendencies are emphasised in his son by the mature of his subject. 
The latter's oils can be so muted and brown in their allegiance to 
Dutch painting that they are dull but there is often a fine brilliance 
in his water-colour, vices and virtues which can also be found in 
S tanfield's work. 
1 
Patrick Nasmyth died of 'flu in 1831; that his loss was a great 
blow to the Lambeth circlelis shown in the tribute of a stone erected 
to his memory by Stanfield and others of the Scottish artistic 
oommunity, in St. Mary's Church where they had buried him. 
2 
If however., a balance between native romantic subjects and a Dutch 
influence in treatment was imparted to Stanfield and others through' 
their early contact with the Nasnyths, we may point to another figure 
on whoa there exists even more specific information as to his powerful 
effect on Stanfield and his scene-painting contemporaries. 
John Wilson (1774-1855) universally known as "Old Jock" by the wide 
circle who fell under the charm of his conversation, came from 
Old Cumnook in Ayr; like Roberts he bad trained as a house painter, 
had been taught oil painting by Alexander Nasmyth and had himself 
taught drawing in Montrose. 
3 After working as a house painter in the 
Surrey Theatre, he became engaged there as a colour grinder and scene- 
painter under Charles Cooper and for some years up to about 1812 was 
painting for old Astley, not only at the Amphitheatre but also in 
Ireland and on the continent. He then worked for Thomas Dibdin at 
1..... Caw, Scottish Painting, pp. 157-9. 
2. Roberts, Life, p. 39. 
3. Roberts knew Wilson well and this is based on his account; 
Roberts M . ff. 203-8. 
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Surrey("mminly in the period 1816-1823)and also painted the first 
London production of Der Freischütz, at the English Opera in 
July 1824. 
The only point lacking in connecting Stanfield and Wilson is a 
conclusive instance of their working on the same production; s 
it is certain that Stanfield knew Wilson's scenes at Astleyfs very 
well, for he would, said Roberts, "speak in the warmest tones of 
them - and they must have been extremely good - as 
5onveying7 
more of the real artistical feeling than any one of their day. "l 
. 
Roberts' estimation of Wilson and his influence is critical, not 
merely for an understanding of his own and Stanfieldts position 
in scene-painting history but to see a change in professional 
attitudes which was occurring in the scene-room and in the relation- 
ship of the profession to art and artists outside it; "Wilson; said 
Roberts, 
"ray be said to be the Father of a race of 
Scene-Painters including Stanfield, Tonkin, 
Marshall, Phillips, Pitt, Gordon and Z do 
not know how meng others besides, all of 
whom have received instructions from him at 
their various times2... indeed we are 
indebted to him for the first introduction 
of anything like true taste in this species 
of Painting for be was the first to break 
through the boundary that separated the old 
legitimate style of Scene Painting from real 
art - That is by Painting Pictures in Oil and 
exhibiting them... I have heard him state that 
some of those legitimate Painters - who appear 
to have been constantly in the habits 5iiof 
a Room in Bishop's Walk, Lambeth - sneering at 
him as having been a Sootohman (at that time 
amounting to a crime) in having worked his 
way amongst them without the previous training 
of an apprenticeship (at that time an 
indispensible commencement - more for the sake 
of the premium attached to it than for anything 
they were to learn. ) L-IJis reply was good 'I 
1. ibid., 1.206. 
2. ibid., f. 203. 
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confess' he says - 'That I have not bad your 
advantages in regular training - but at all 
events this I can say that I am the only 
Scene Painter that has ever Exhibited a 
Picture at the Royal Academy. ' I believe 
this was a floorer. The Greenwoods and 
Whitmores were more civil afterwards. " 1 
Wilson was certainly a prolific exhibitor at the London exhibitions 
from 1807 and whatever the absolute truth of his olaim, the point is 
not. so much that he believed it but that his professional 
contemporaries did -a viewpoint which has interesting implications 
for the way "legitimate" artisan scene-painters my have regarded 
innovating intruders from "real art" like de Loutherbourg. 
Many of the nineteenth century scene-painters who subsequently 
exhibited easel work, William Telbin, William Grieve, Sam Bough 
and William Beverley among them, were conscious that they were 
following the example of Stanfield and Roberts '; but it is more true 
to say that with and through Stanfield and Roberts they were 
following a trail blazed by Wilson, whose work though known to his 
contemporaries, has received little further attention. 
In the list of scene-painters whom he directly influenced - all 
primarily landscape artists - tt is quite certain that his effect' 
on Stanfield was so marked that we should reconsider the assumption 
that the latter was entirely self-taught. An inference that 
parallels existed between Stanfield's and Wilson's lost theatrical 
scenery can fairly be drawn from the testimony of their easel painting; 
for in the latter, especially Stanfield's early work, the similarities 
are very striking both in terms of subject and treatment, and the 
coaments passed upon Wilson are in many instances equally applicable 
to Stanfield. His work we are told is more effective at a distance 
than seen'close to; he was a careless draughtsman, a point not so 
true of Stanfield, but both enlivened their compositions with horses, 
cattle and figures which are often clumsy. 
"No doubt much of this was due to inadequate 
training and haste begot of much scene-painting, 
but ... 
ailson'sJ art remains a vigorous and 
L. ibid., fr. 206-7. 
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vital performance and he was more in sympathy 
with the sea than any Scot of his day except 
John Thompson. Fond of sharply contrasting 
effects he delighted to flood one half of 
bis picture in light while the other was 
shrouded in ... gathering storm. A certain breeziness marks his work, and it has some- 
thing of the spaciousness and the unrest of 
the sea, often gained, however, more by 
effects of light and cloud than by the 
handling of the salt water itself. The 
skies in his pictures are indeed finer and 
truer than the seas they overspread ... at his best his colour possesses a pleasant 
silvery quality, but when he approached red 
it was apt to become hot and bricky although, 
owing to the swiftness of his touch and 
clarity of his pigment it is rarely crude. "' 
Many of these qualities of contrast breadth and colour appear 
in Stanfield's early easel work and in oozanants on his scenery. 
That Stanfield later became a very exact painter in oil r even 
when dealing with breezy subjectslis not necessarily an illogical 
development from the influence of Wile on, sinoe the latter's son 
and pupil, qohn'Jamee. Wilson, showe a very similar progression. 
Further comparisons between Wilson and Stanfield, let alone between 
Stanfield and the other painters mentioned, could be pursued; this 
is not however necessary for biographical purposes, in which the intention 
has not been to demonstrate the obvious truth that artists form 
schools or that one is pupil of another, rather that in the 1820s 
Stanfield as a scene-painter was not an isolated phenomenon but had 
his roots firmly in just such a group. This group had an identifiable 
London base, was distinctly Scottish or northern in its nuke-up and, 
artistic descent and was concerned not with one specialist field 
but three practical and rapidly evolving ones - landscape painting, 
as applied to theatre, panorama and gallery. 
The impact of the group on the more general artistic activity of 
London can best be seen in their involvement in the early history 
1. Caw, Scottish Painting, pp. 159-60. 
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of the Society of British Artists. 
The impetus for the foundation of this body came partly from a 
growing resentment among artists against the restrictions and 
privileges of the Academy and the British Institution, but also 
from a genuine need for the expanding field of British art to 
have a wider shop-window than established public and private 
exhibitions could provide. 
1 The Society was founded in April 1823 
on principles at once "Broad and liberal, without any exclusive 
privileges and distinctions... "2 and immediately planned for an 
annual exhibition to take place from April to July in the new 
premises which it commissioned from John Nash; these were to be erected in 
Suffolk St., Pall Mall. Stanfield, Wilson and Patrick Naemyth 
were all among the original members, Roberts being (at their 
3 instigation) one of the first new members elected in August 1823. 
When the first exhibition opened at Suffolk St. in *April 1824, 
it was a major event. It completely eclipsed the opening of the 
new National Gallery (the then Angerstein Collection); a thousand 
people visited it on the first day and as a whole it resulted in 
£4000 worth of sales. 
4 
Most significantly the principal 'purchasers 
were neither "the higher and more polished orders of Society;... 
or ... a nest of picture dealers ... but... the middle and respectable 
classes of an opulent and well educated British public. ". This 
5 
xas just the sort of audience which contemlwrary theatre needed 
to attract and it is thus of some importance to realise the degree 
to which Stanfield's genial reputation as an artist was assisted 
by this and subsequent exhibiticns. 
By accident or design he bad nothing shown at the Academy from 1822 
to 1826., He was howeverýa steady exhibitor at the new Society 
1. -Roberts, Life, pp. 23-4; Hubbard, R. S. B. A. , p. 11. 
2. ýW. Linton to John Pye, cited by Whitley, Art in England (1930), 
pp. '52-3. 
3. : Roberts Life, p. 23; Hubbard Rte., p. 13. 
$. Whitley, Art in England (1930), p"72. 
5. Hubbard, R. S. B. A., p. 1k, citing Literary Cbroniele 21st Aug. 1824. 
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from 1824, when he showed five oils, including a view of Antwerp 
(possibly from his 1823 peregrinations) and a view of Beresford Hall, 
a piece of country-seatery which suggestSsome stay in Staffordshire. 
Nor was he the only scene-painter to benefit from the new q portunity; 
Wilson, Roberts, Patrick Nasmyth and Wright also exhibited at the 
first exhibition, as did E. T. Parris and even old William Capon. 
l 
Exhibitions aside, Stanfield actively participated in the affairs 
of the now Society; from 1824 his presence at their meetings was 
assiduous, frequently to support his friend Wilson. He was elected 
to the Committee in 1825 and was a "hangman" for the 1826 exhibition; 
into this-role he introduced a distinctly theatrical pragmatism, 
successfully moving that friendly members of the press receive free 
tickets, itself an innovation at a time when private press views 
were unknown. At the end of 1827 he became Vice-President and 
since offices were held by rotation, succeeded to the Presidency 
of the Society in December 1828, with Roberts as his Vice. 
2 
4.2. Portrait of the artist. 
Of Stanfield himself at this tine, we have a clear picture and one 
which shows him well-equipped with personal qualities to assure him 
friends and favour in a society, at once elegantly late Georgian 
in its appearances but with an expanding centre of pre Victorian 
sobriety. 
"He was", says S. C. Hall the Journalist, "a tall and handsome young 
man of agreeable, if not of polished, manners liking and seeking 
company of an intellectual character"; "a tall and somewhat slim 
individual", adds the engraver Vizetelly, "with none of the hardy 
1. Hubbard, R. S. B. A., p. 17; artists and works are listed in 
Jane Johnson, Works Exhibited at the R. S. B. A. 1824-93, 
Woodbridge 1975), and Maurice Bradshaw, R. S. B. A.;. -F.. 
Members Exhibiting, 1824-92, (Leigh-on-Sea 1973). 
2. Minute Books of the R. S. B. A.; 23rd Parch 1825 (Stanfield appointed 
auditor); 5th Dec. (on committee); 17th Feb. 1826 (on Hanging 
Committee); 3rd March (press tickets motion); 3rd Dec. 1827 
(Vice-President); 1st Dec. 1828 (President). 
6 
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sailor look about hire suggestive of the foremast man of the Namur .l 
Such accounts tally well with. three striking portraits by his friend 
John Simpson (1782-1847), one of which was exhibited in 1829, ( see 
frontispiece and pl. 74). 
2 A further tribute both to his looks and 
reputation about 1830, was his sitting for a bust, probably in 
marble, to George Clarke in Covent Garden; though who commissioned 
this and its present location are unknown. -3 
Considering the public tendency to link their names together, the 
elegant Stanfield beside the short, stout and rosy David Roberts 
mut have looked as strikingly unlikely a combination as their 
temperaments were different, (p1.28). 
4 
As regards Stanfield's personality, our view is hopelessly coloured 
by the later recreation of it in Dickens' letters. It is evident 
that he enjoyed the circle of radical intellects around the 
novelist but it was a purely social participation, in which he 
appears cast by Dickens in the role of stout-hearted and slightly 
bumbling foil to more mercurial temperaments; bluff lieutenant 
of an Expedition, enthusiastic ally in an amateur theatrical, 
willing supplier of top-hats from which the brilliant Boz produces 
conjurations to startle a company. At no point does Dickens' deep 
affection entirely avoid the element of caricature. 
Setting aside the Dickensian gloss, Stanfield himself pinned down 
the key to his social and professional success with his patrons, be 
they aristocrats or rising industrial and commercial men. He felt 
that "his undemonstrativeness" recommended him "and not his tongue - 
that most of his entertainers could talk better but few could paint", 
5 
1. S. C. Hall, A Book of Memories, (2nd ed., London 1877), p. 477; 
Vizetelly, Glances Back, vol. i, p. 160. 
2. The third portrait, not reproduced here is in the National 
Portrait Gallery; fot notes, see pl. 74. 
3. Rupert Gunnis, Dictionary of British Sculptors 1660-1951. 
(2nd ed., London 1968),. p. 103. 
i. Vizetelly, loo. cit. 
5. Hart, Reminiscences, p. 92. 
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and while we know that bis reserve fell well short of introversion, 
there is little doubt that his inclination and practice was passively 
to observe his surroundings in more than the purely visual sense 
natural to a painter. 
The acute Vizetelly spotted this when he and Marryatt dined at 
Stanfield's, during their preparations to publish the captains 
Poor Jack; @larryatt roamed on in seafaring vein, 
_Vizetelly 
occasionally asking a question but "Stanfield, throughout the 
evening was content to be almost a silent listener, according to 
his wont, (my italics). It would seem that the "simple, quiet 
habits" of a man "seemingly absorbed in his art", were extended to 
the unmatchable gift to enjoy listening to the wide circle whom 
this very capacity and his talent recommended him. 
1 
Above this Stanfield enjoyed food and company (preferably not organised- 
in his honour)and bad a sense of humour tending to punning jokes 
and occasional forays into facetious verse; he also had a fund of 
stage and sea-tales, a fine singing voice and the repertoire of 
nautical songs to go with it when called on. 
2 
The result was a verdict of unanimous personal approval; Thomas Hood 
the poet could exclaim "What a fine Edition of Nature and Art is 
Stanfield! "; 3 C. R. Leslie the American-born painter could applaud 
his friend's "delightful social qualities"4 and Constable, whose 
capacity for instantdislikes is entirely ignored in Leslie's 
biography of him, could on first meeting Stanfield be "much struck 
with him altogether as a sound fellow". 
5 
1., Vizetelly, loc. cit. 
2. R. C. Leslie, With C. R. LeslieRAýiTsmple Bar, vol. cii, (March 1896, ) 
pp. 363-4. 
Cited by Dickens, The Late Mr Stanfield in All the Year Round, 
ist June 1867, p. 537. 
40 C. R. Ieslie (Tom Taylor, ed. ), Autobiographical Recollections 
(2 vols., London 1860), vol. 1, p. 119. 





Forster, difficult and deeply jealous of any intruder on his 
relationship with Dickens has no word to say against Stanfield, 
though even the latter's good humour was occasionally upturned by his 
severities. His relations with Thacke. ray, another spiky character, 
remained consistently pleasant and of course his assistance to 
Macready undermined that lofty perfectionist's reserve from the 
beginning. 
We have few details of Stanfield's relationship with Turner - of 
whom he and all landscape artists of his generation were to various 
degrees followers - but everything points to a long professional 
friendship in their mutual circle of patrons and Academy and a 
good-natured pupil-to-muster competition with this sociable but 
increasingly eccentric genius. 
' We may then accept Hall's summary 
that in all ranks of society Stanfield 'was popular in the best 
sense of the term". 
Ot jess happy aspects of his life and pars onality, sae only catch 
glimpses through his closest contacts. The quality of self-absorption 
in his art to which Vizetelly points, is seen through Roberts' eyes 
as a powerful and sometimes uncomfortable ambition. That such 
ambition was at least pertly the product of an anxiety can be seen 
too in his family life, where a series of events from deaths of, to 
conflicts with his children, promoted depression and growing 
religious self-absorption. 
In 1823 however all his positive qualities were to the fore and, 
prompted perhaps by his father's recent arrival in LondonýStanfield 
can be seen again among old contacts from the north, in particular 
the family of the actor Charles Robert Adcock. 
By re port, the son of_a, ageneral and tutor to 
the children of 
Colin Cambell, 7th Baronet of Auchinbrech, Adcock is said to have 
eloped to Gretna with one of his pupils, Mary Montford Cambell. 
2 
1. For their classic "contest" with paintings of Venice, 1833, 
see for example Martin Butlin and Evelyn Joll, The Paintings of 
JMW. Turner, (2 vols., New Haven and London 197? , vol. l, 
pp. 182-3. 
2. Field Stanfield MS. f. 22; information from Mr P. F. Skottowe. 
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Disinherited by his father, Adcock turned to the stage and by 
1791 was performing with James Field Stanfield, In 1809 he was 
hounded from the North Shields stage by his creditors, so can 
hardly have been prosperous. 
1 By 1812 his daughter and son also 
appeared with the Stanfields at Newcastle; the first, Angelica 
Harriet was a dancer who in the mid 1820's was often seen before 
Stanfield's scenery at Drury Lane as "Mlle. Angelica" - though 
more robustly called "Hal" in the family. 
2 The son George became 
an engraver. 
A second daughter also took the stage as an actress, appearing 
with Mary Stanfield at Edinburgh in 1816, and while her family 
was engaged at the Surrey Theatre in 1823-24, she attracted the 
attentions of the personable young Stanfield. Rebecca Adcock was 
then barely sixteen but like Clarkson's sister a good-looking 
redhead, an enthusiastic and accomplished musician and a strong 
personality. 
3 Stanfield's theatrical prospects and eligibility 
were obvious; his worries about his career, health and his two 
motherless children equally so. He probably both attracted and 
needed someone to step in and take domestic control. The role 
evidently suited Rebecca's aspirations and from their engagement 
early in 1824 to his death, Stanfield's surrender to her was swift 
and permanent; he was never at ease unless in close contact with 
her and his reliance on her judgement in all matters appears to 
have been great. 
None of her letters to him survive which deprives us of any clear 
view of her save that she competently raised a large family. 
Particular circumstances apart, the view of S. C. Hall that the 
Stanfield house was "ever happy , seems broadly true; Mrs Stanfield 
1. ' Darlington PS, 29th June 1791,. (EL 276)2, ". North Shields PB, 12th Dec. 1809, (EL 285). 
2. Newcastle PB, 24th June 1812, (EL 284); Angelica Harriet Adcock 
"Professor of Dancing", d. 12th April 1858, (Reg. of Deaths, 
Dean District, Edinburgh). See also Appendix V1. 
3. J. C. Dibdin, Annals, p. k98; Edinburgh T. R. PB, 25th Jan. 1816 
(EL 315); Surrey PBs, 1823-24, (EL 311); Field Stanfield 
NS. f. 22; inforantion from Mr. P. F. Skottowe. 
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filled it with music and on occasion was "wonderfully animated and 
amiable"; 
1 Dickens however, whom she liked but did not wholly 
approve of, was not alone in often finding her presence chilling. 
2 
Certainly she bad a strong will through which reserve may have been 
misread as severity; she obviously lacked her husband's social 
"knack" - which included keeping his occasionally black temper in 
the family. 
4.3. Anatomy of a 
Early on Sunday afternoon, 9th May 1824 James Field Stanfield died 
aged seventy-four at his lodgings in Wootten St., Lambeth, and 
was buried in St. Mary's on the 15th. 
3 His son had little time for 
mourning, for Alfred Bunn bad negotiated with Elliston for the 
transfer of the successful Drury Lane pantomime, Harlequin and the 
Flying Chest to his own theatre at Birmingham; this carried with it 
m&ny of the London cast, Barrymore to direct, and the London tricks 
and machinery, dresses and decorations. It did not include the 
London scenery however, for "the celebrated Artist Mr STANFIlD". was 
also removed to prepare and paint "his popular Moving Scene of the 
Diorama", while the remaining scenery was executed by the house 
artist Phillips, and others. 
4 
Such matters of course, were rarely effected without acrimony; for 
Bunn bad in fact first approached Roberts to go to Birmingham for 
the summer 
., 
at a certain fee. Roberts was then furious with Bunn 
no less than Stanfield when the latter promptly stepped in, undercut 
1. Christine Bicknell's diary, 30th Oct. 1846. 
2. Rebecca Stanfield to'James F. Stanfield, 8th Oct. 1870, "I was 
always very partial to L5ickensJ in spite of his faults -& 
he was always most kind to me"; "Mrs Stanfield cold and fishy 
as usual", Dickens to Macready 1849, cited by J. C. Trewin, 
Mr Macready, (London 1955), p"220; "Mrs S. as chilling as ., n 
ever", Christine Bicknellts diary, 31st July 1846. 
3. CS to C. R. Adoock, "Sunday May 10th (sic) 1824"; St. Mary's 
Lambeth,, Reg. of Burials. 
4. Birmingham Theatre Royal PBs, 31st May, 7th June 182k, 
'(Btham City Lib. ). 
his price, and caught the coach north in his place. 
1 
1k5. 
By combining the Drury Lane evidence and that for Birmingham, 
Stanfield's work on this diorama can be reconstructed in some 
detail. In particular, the citizens of Birmingham, though well 
acquainted with new-fangled spectacles, from Mr Jones' "Panteknetheke" 
in New St. to the toy "Dioramas" advertised in the local press, 
("four hundred and ninety seven millions of changes" for 5s. )) 
2 
had 
yet to see a theatrical diorama, and local critics were more 
specific about its faults and virtues than their London colleagues. 
Their unintentionally clear view of some of its workings was further 
helped by local circumstances; for though the Birmingham stage was 
spacious (50ft. wide by 48 ft. deep) and well-equipped, the scenic 
handling was notorious and the proprietors had long been worried 
about the restricted wing space which aggravated this. 
3 
Stanfield for once was quite explicit about his doings; arriving with 
his son "Clarity" at the Boat Inn, Suffolk St. early on Wednesday 
19th May, 
"we sallyed out after Breakfast, on a Voyage of 
Discovery through the good Town of Bermingham 
for the rest of the Day viewing there Manufactory's, 
Mills, Canals &c. 
I coaýmeneed Painting at the Theatre (which by the 
by is a very pretty one) on Thursday - and every 
thing has been done by the Manager, to render 
my stay here as pleasant as possible and con- 
sidering I'm out on a Roveing commission, mZ 
quarters are rather good than otherwise. L. 17t 
the expiration of my month I think of proceeding 
to Liverpool but as I must not open my Dispatch's 
till I get into a certain Lattitude, I cannot 
inform my Dear Girl of my destination tho' I 
strongly suspect it lays Northward - but this 
depends entirely on circumstances. 
They open here on Monday %4t1h ... with Pizarro 
CJ 
Mrs Bunn and Abbott play the first night the 
company engaged is tremendous, and a six Month 
1. Roberts N6. if. 31-2. 
2. Theatrical Notebook (B'ham), 28th June 1824; Arists Birmingham 
.. Gazette, 31st May 1824, (advert). 
3. J. E. Cunaingbam, History of the Theatre Royal Birmingham (London 1950), 
p. l+9 et. se . 
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season will scarcely allow each Individual 
an Appearance, such a Company require many 
managers so they have got four viz. Shuter, 
Barrymore, Toby Smith, and the great Bunn. 
There will be no want of novelty eather in 
Front or behinde the curtain. 
I have made many little excursions since I'v 
been here but not far enough into the c olry 
to give you much account of it but there is 
little worth sketching and I find time bang 
heavy on my hands - an Inland Town is not 
like a seaport f. ft's all very pretty and 
"The wood's green foliage, or the 
varying scene 
0 Fields, of lawns and gliding streems 
between 
But I would rather wander. 
"Where Ocean smites in vain the Trembling Shore. 
or perhaps to sail on that Ocean and 
"O'er the wide Main to look to distant skies 
Where nought but waves on rolling waves arise' 
The further I get from my dear Old Element the more 
I find my inclination lead that may but it is . naturally the case with every thing we Love 
Clarkson will proceed with me as far as Liverpool 
and then returns for school - write to me my Dear 
Rebecca immediately and give me all your Newes The 
Surry-Wells &c does Williams She Sý"ýY manager 7 
keep his word ..... tell Hal I have ordered her 
sword and if George expects an Gravers let him 
look to my Plate ... Slogan the singer) and Barrymore have this moment arrived at my Inn. "1 
Save that Bunn, on the more recent example of Zorcaster, plagiaristic ally 
decided to call the "Moving Diorama" an "EfOPMIKCN" for good 
measure and that it took scene 8 rather than scene 12 in the show, 
Stanfield's contribution to what he evidently saw as an exciting 
season appears to have been the same as at Drury lane. The full 
pedantio and topographical description of the diorama was lifted 
from the Drury Lane text onto the Birmingham bills when the piece 
opened on 7th June and this, with the lithographic fold-out key 
1. CS to Rebecca Adcock, 23rd May 182+. 
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included with the Drury Lane text, (p1.29), constitute one of the 
most complete sets of directions that we have for any diorama of 
the period. 
1 Both will bear a detailed examination. 
The London and Birmingham cloths were, as far as we can tell 
identical, being based on sketches by "W. S. Reynolds Esq"; both 
were advertised as 272 ft. in length. Cutting out the mere 
descriptive froth there were evidently seven basic episodes., 
&J "... the Quarries at Oreston... from which the 
spectator is carried to... 
J the Harbour of the CatWator and entrance to 
the Hoe with its varied' shipping and animated 
imagery... 
s% Plymouth Sound, with men of war at anchor, &c. 
This leads to 
Ad THE BREAKWATER... the Dioramic view proceeds to... 
5. The Nß+1 STONE, off which it shows a VESSEL IN 
DISTRESS, amidst the appalling EFFý7CTS of a 
HEAVY STORM, the sky then clears, the arch of 
peace, the RAINBOW rises over the waves and 
the view proceeds till it shows 
, 
5. an INDTAMAN ON SHORE, NEAR BAMSEEAD; from 
whence it proceeds to 
L7_% the concluding GENERAL VIEW OF PLYMOUTH, WITH 
MOUNT BATTEN FRCM TURN CHAPEL. " 2 
The first thing to note about this sequence as it appears in the key, 
is how it distorts geography in the cause of visual effect. For 
whereas in a stationary circular panorama it is necessary to have a 
subject which exists as a coherent whole - such as an all round 
view. of a city or of a battle taken from its centre - such a view 
is almost completely ineffective in a moving panoram, which must 
rely on episodes shown in series. 
It is in this direction that the advantage of the moving panorama 
lies; for not only must it rationally disconnect any all-round 
view into a linear series but it can take advantage of this necessity 
1. W. T. Moncrieff, Harlequin and the F1 Chest or Malek and the 
Princess Schirme (2nd ed., Frown the Press of W. T. Monerieff, Ar 10 Drury Lame", 1823). The only located copy is in the 
Huntington Lib., Calif., (Kemble-Devonshire Coll., no. 536). 
2. ibid., pp. 20-2. 
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to jump from place to place, subject to subject, in a way which 
would appear quite ridiculous were the clotti ng up in the stationary, 
circular manner. 
J 
It can be thus seen that while a circular panorama is limited to 
reproducing a limited range of subjects as a realistic totality, 
the moving variety is positively forced to edit itself into a 
series of disconnected views which may or may not be related to 
each other by subject or theme; it is not simply because it 
moves that the moving panorama is, in the implications of these 
episodic possibilities, a principal ancestor to the cinema. 
1 
To illustrate this point two examples of Stanfield's work can be 
mentioned. The first, the diorama in Zoroaster, is an extreme case 
of using the fragmentary capacity of the moving cloth; it might 
be said that "stupendous architecture" is its theme but it in 
fact leaps from Egypt to the Colossus of Rhodes, to the Bay of 
Naples with no sense of that incongruity which would appear supposing 
the whole cloth were seen a la. Barker. 
The diorama of Venice in Harlequin and Little Thumb (1831) lies at 
the opposite extreme. 
2 It is very similar to a stationary panorama; 
its own printed key consciously emphasises this by being laid out 
in a circular form which quite clearly shows that the artists' 
and viewers' position is as from a gondola in the centre of the 
Giudecca Canal. There is certainly some distortion to bring the 
principal famous buildings forward but in this case the distortion 
is a small artistic concession to the linear form, not a major 
editing process. 
The'"Plymouth" diorama falls between these two extremes and as 
such is more typical, both of Stanfield's work in the form and of the 
general run of such offerings in the theatre. 
1.., Wickman, Panoramic Scenery, pp. 153-4,317-21; cf. Olive Cook, 
Movement in Two Dimensions, (London 1963), Ch. 2. 
2, The details of this are discussed in Ch-5.4., below. See also p1.46 . 
149. 
Unlike both the Zoroaster or Venice types, it is neither fantastically 
unconnected in its contents nor a series of views which in reality 
can be seen from one spot; instead it advantageously compromises 
with the mechanical given circumstance of a flat moving cloth, to 
illustrate the theme of a journey to view selected spots in a 
specific vicinity. 
In this case the vicinity is quite "local" (to use a favourite 
panoramic epithet) though as Stanfield`s other dioramas show, it 
could just as easily be European in extent; the scale however is 
immterial to the consistent idea in such pieces, which as the 
"Plymouth" description unsubtley hints is that of "pleasant voyaging 
and safe travelling, push on, keep moving you will never be tired 
at'this rate. "1 
The basic appeal of this and similar dioramas is, in short, that of 
a well-edited but realistic travelogue which both instructs and 
entertains its audience through the vicarious, passive and inoffensive 
pleasures of armchair travelling and the peculiar fascination exerted 
by artificial imitations of natural effects. 
To anyone who knows the real geography of Plymouth S ound the key 
immediately reveals considerable skill in the editing process, quite 
independent of mechanical implications. Though a rough sequence in 
the views can be seen, the topographical rearrangements are massive, 
in comparison with reality. Nonetheless the cloth not only appears 
to link episode to episode without incongruous dislocation but 
increases the comparative interest of each view by intelligent 
variation of scale and depth. As in a well-made film a detailed 
closeup is followed by a middle-distance "shot", and this variation 
in the scale of the views probably had considerable bearing on the 
way in which they were shown. This itself is a process of which we 
will never be certain but we can pursue the possibilities a long way, 
if only to show that the operation was far from simple. 
1. Moncrieff, The Flying Chest, p. 20. 
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While the key neither shows the lighting effects nor allows us to 
differentiate any separate pieces or cuts which may have modified 
the basic diorama cloth, there is no reason to suppose it shows in 
miniature outline less than the audience saw in reality; further, 
since it was engraved and included in the theatre's official 
text, it was probably taken straight from Stanfieldts design. 
It then seems reasonable to use the key for a broad consideration 
of the nature of the display. 
Given 272 ft. as the total length of the diorama the key gives a 
proportional height of about 19 ft. for the pieces as staged. Though 
we can assume it bad some sort of making -a frame of wings a low 
row, and a border - to give unity and bide lights and mechanics, it 
is not easy to suggest a width for the view visible to the audience 
at any one time. Some of the views however, such as the "Indianian" 
suggest that 35 ft. would be needed to compose a good picture. 
This cannot be directly verified but the evidence of a later and 
more complex diorama design, that of the Grieves' "Trip to Antwerp" 
of 1832, provides some corroboration about the size of such pieces 
on the patent house stages. Their preliminary model for Covent 
Garden is apparently scaled at 1 in. to 4 ft.; it shows the moving 
cloth of their diorama to be 21 ft. high with some 'episodes about 
32 ft. wide. Parts of the design are now missing but the total 
length appears to have been about 400 ft. 
1 Drury Lane, let alone 
Birmingham, could not produce anything significantly larger than 
Covent Garden; given the rather meagre evidence of the "Plymouth" 
key, the most we can say about it is that in both places it was. on 
the same general scale as the conventional scenery of each house. 
This point bears keeping in mind, if only because there are no known 
illustrations of theatre dioramas in operation and those of their 
exhibition hall cousins-show that these were often much smaller. 
1.... Univ. of London Lib., Grieve Coll., items 513-7. 
The 1 in.: 4 ft. scale is suggested by the exact vertical 
... _... 
dimension, of the model, 5k ins., which enlarged as above 
matches CG, flat height. The other possible scale is 1 in.: 3 ft.; 
this gives l5ft. 9 ins. (ht. ), 25 ft. (episode width), c. 260 ft. 
: 
(extant model length), a. 300 ft. (total length). The piece 
appeared in Harlequin Puss in Boots, CC 26th Dec. 1832; see 
also p. 208-9 and pis. 48-9. 
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As with moving panoramas in general the mode in which the "Plymouth" 
was shown would have varied with the effects intended; the principal 
events, the "Storm", the "Indianian" and the view of Plymouth itself 
were obviously mayor pictures at which the cloth stopped and the 
audience gaped at the Domposition and the changing dioramic effects 
shown in these episodes. At other points the slow movement of the 
scene was in itself an effect. 
1 
With a spectacle of this scale incorporated in an otherwise complex 
pantomime, it is no surprise that first performances were marred 
by erotical snags; at Birmingham9the dreadful and profane notes 
of backstage preparation for The Flying Chest kept the audience 
waiting so long that the Birmingham Spectator's critic went home to 
bed. When be returned. on 9th May his account of Stanfield's labours 
had a useful clarity; 
"A revolving Panorama is introduced, under the title of 
'Dioram' which has nothing to do with the piece, and 
which, if removed to the large room at the Shakespeare 
Lgotelj might have drawn a competency of spectators 
at one shilling a bead. The peculiarity of the 
pictures, which have received this new Greek name, is 
the combination of effect produced. by lights thrown 
occasionally on the face of the canvas, and at other 
times behind it. Parts of the piece are thus trans- 
parencies; and sliding frames, charged with different 
atmospheric colourings being placed behind it produce 
variations in the character of the piece, which, 
skilfully managed, must be very pleasing. We must say 
that the opaque parts of the painting exhibition on 
this stage, are by far the best, - are indeed in some 
parts very creditable efforts of the scenic pencil. 
The Dioramie changes bear a different character. They 
seem executed by another and an inferior band, and the 
lights behind serve often to show, in a glaring manner, 
the trickery of the work. The rain-bow, especially, is 
an ill-fudged introduction, as it is vastly over-done, 
both in its breadth and in the intensity of its colours. 
In these exhibitions, the besetting fault is just 
sparing the labour and expense which would suffice to 
render harmonious and perfect, what is really ably 
conceived and well begun. 2 " 
What had the critic seen? 
1. Wickman, Panoramic Scene p. 176 notes the"stop-go"technique with 
regard to Zorcaster and (pp. 206-7) to the Stanfield dioramas in 
Henry V. "There are numerous other examples. 
2. Birmingham Spectator, 12th June 1824, p. 46. 
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As the previous scene drew off we my suppose that all the stage 
lighting was reduced save the special diorama lights, hidden 
principally below and in front of the cloth and at the sides. 
Musical accompaniment would have struck up,, both for effect and 
to cover the creakings and other stage-managerial noises which 
invariably accompanied the workings of such pieces. 
1 
The first scene, the Quarries, would have been revealed well 
upstage with its bridgework perhaps in dawn silhouette on a 
transparent panel of the cloth - it being almost an invariable 
rule that dioramas ran through the hours of the day usually 
ending in moonlight. 
2 
Front lighting would then have shown the quarry, workmen "all in 
fu]Iemployment" before the view rolled on to show the "Cat water" 
and "Sound", and it was probably the opaque foregrounds of these 
and similarly-painted episodes of which the Times critic at 
Drury lane bad been thinking when he remarked on the disfiguring 
glare in that area. "Half the present light... thrown in front... 
would give a more powerful and natural effect"3 had been his 
comment, a criticism reflecting a prevalent problem in theatre, 
where at this time far more light could be thrown from gas ground 
rows than could safely be supplied from battens above, with the 
result that scenes (and even more so actors, due to the footlights) 
could easily appear to be lit by "the glare of subterranean furnaces". k 
Daylight illumination continued as the diorama stopped to show the 
"Breakwater. " It is curious that this, the ostensible centre of the 
piece was given such prominence in the advertising while appearing 
1. Wiokmn, Panoramic Scenery, p. 126. 
2. ibid., 'p. 172, Illusion and convenience demanded that dioramas and 
panoramas be rigged upstage; Nicoll, English Drama, vol. k, p. 34 
refers to examples of the "panorama groove" in this position. 
" .., Wielcnan, op. cit., pp. 292-312, discusses the means of suspending 
panorama and diorama cloths. 
3. Times, 27th Dec. 1823. 
4. Dramatic Effects, in Library of the Fine Arts (NS), vol. i, 
Nov. 18 32 F--- 32 5. 
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so insignificant on the key. One should perhaps not underestimate 
public awe of the project in real life, for it was a staggering 
enterprise which was not completed until 1841; another critic 
in stating that the diorama showed "the progress and completion"' 
of the structure may in fact be giving us a clue to some transformation 
effect in which the picturesque group of boats in the key momentarily 
changed to ghostly "artist's impression" of this eventuality. This 
however 13 speculation. 
In the next episode, the "Mew Stone" and "Storm" the diorama was 
certainly in full transparent phase and we should now consider what 
the Spectator critic meant with regard to the effects used when he 
spoke of "transparencies" and "screens charged with atmospheric 
colourings". 
Theatrical transparencies, however complex, use three basic co=on 
elements. The first is a light-transmitting cloth base ranging from 
almost transparent gauze to translucent fine linen, cotton or oiled 
silk. Second, the colour applied to this base must be in a medium 
proportionally more transparent as the base is opaque. It is 
for example possible to do a simple transformation on gauze using 
opaque paint, simply due to the width of the mesh, but anything 
denser requires both the colour and its base to be transparent; oil 
is the only dioramic medium which we know Stanfield to have employed 
in other contexts, though we cannot exclude the possibility that the 
method prescribed by Frederick Lloyds in 1875 was in earlier use. 
For areas over twenty feet square he recoaýnended that the colour be 
mixed in a thin belly of size, which could then be handled like oil 
paint., 
3 Outlines of course and certain monochrome toning employed 
opaque paint. 
Thirdly, the transparency painter can utilise the principles of 
colour to take advantage of complementary combinations between the 
1. 'Theatrical John Bull, (B'ham), 12th June 1824, p. 20. 
2. See below, p. 179. 
3. Lloyds'Practical Guide, PP" 73-9. 
154. 
tint of light thrown on the cloth and the colours in the cloth. 
Combinations of these elements and principles could produce 
effects at which the painters became increasingly adept; a front-lit 
picture vanishing when lit from behind, the brilliant imitations of 
stained glass so popular in mid-century religious tour panoramas, 
combinations of transparent areas with opaque line and tone, which 
allowed complete transformations of scene by front and rear lighting, 
- all these became well known effects. Daguerre cannot be called. 
the original inventor of these techniques though be was their first 
major developer as a form of entertainment in their own right. He 
also takes the credit for being first to publish a description of 
dioramic method and principles, particularly that relating to 
colour, in 1839.1 It is however important to realise that Daguerre's 
published method was the result of his total dioramic experience and 
relates more to his later work (after 1834) which specialised in 
total transformations, than to the early Diorama pictures in which 
changes of atmosphere 2 ther than structural composition were the 
main point of appeal. The originality of Daguerre's Diorama' 
in 1823, apart from its special exhibition building, was less a 
matter of the painting of his cloth than his application of daylight 
to illuminate it. For however he modified it by his complex shutters 
or filters, daylight was there in plentiful supply, together with 
built-in random variations which added endless subtlety to the 
Diorama's painted effects. Unlike many of his prodecessorslattempts 
taimitate nature, Daguerre's efforts neatly side-stepped the major 
problem of lighting by using that which nature provided. 
Matters were somewhat different in the theatre as Daguerre, himself 
an experienced scene-painter, knew; theatre had long been able to 
make- transparencies but had been hampered by the lack of a sufficiently 
powerful and controllable light source to permit their development. 
Theatre was also limited in all effects depending on light by the 
practice, both convenient, necessary and traditional in the days of 
oil and wax, of maintaining a lighted auditorium. 
1. Hist and Practice of Photo nic Drawin ... with the New Method of Dioramic Painting London 1839); Wickman, Panoramic Scenery, pp. 0-7 
cites the relevant part in full. 
2. Gernsheim, Daguerre, p. 33. 
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By the time of Stanfield's "Plymouth" diorama, with its special 
lights, gas had radically improved the theatrical situation. It is 
a curious and perhaps significant coincidence that the first 
documented performance of a theatre show entirely under gas - 
appropriately Aladin et la Lampe Merveilleuse - was at the Paris 
opera in 1822 under the superintendence of Daguerre; 
1 further 
that it was Daguerre in his Diorama who broke with theatrical 
tradition by having his audience sit in semi-darkness for maximum 
effect. 
It is highly probable, if not fully demonstrable, that Daguerre's 
dark spectatbrium affected theatre practice, at least as regards 
the showing of dioramas; the reduction of gas light in the theatre 
auditorium, if not regularly practiced, was certainly adopted to 
aid some scenic effects of the mid-1820's. 
2 
Though Daguerre did not publish his developed diorama method of 
1834 until 1839, Stanfield and others had long before this produced 
remarkably similar effects. We shall later see how his Royal 
Bazaar dioram of 1829 showing York Minster on-fire, compares with 
a similar fire scene at Regent's Park, but it is necessary to cite 
here a later theatrical example as a basis for further discussion 
of the "Plymouth" piece. This, Stanfieldts diorama in Macready's 
Harlequin Peeping Tom of Coventry in 1837, "exhibited two very 
extraordinary deceptions; the one, the passage of a body of mimic 
troops over a bridge, and the other the tacking of a first-rate 
British man-of-war - both represented on a plain surface 
htj7aýstriking 
appear ince of reality", (my italics). 
3 
1. e., L. Baugh; Backstage' in the Theatre, /annotated trans. of/ 
I'L'Envers dot'Th6gtre, "b J-P. Mo net (unpub: 2.1. A. thesis , Manchester Univ., 197 gyp. 0. 
. 
2. John. Timbs, Curiosities of London (London 1855), p. 252; Wickn, 
Panoramic Scenery, pp. 67,114-6. "In order to give due effect to 
the scenery, the Theatre is necessarily deprived of a portion of 
its usual light" - this apology appeared on bills for the 6th perf., of Der Freisch tz at the English Opera, 28th July 1824. 
The houses new gas chandelier facilitated the diming. 
3.: Obs_, 31st Dec. 1837. 
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The question is really whether this type of lighting and painting 
effect was the sort used in the "dioramic" parts of the "Plymouth" 
piece, or whether the results achieved were more mechanically 
based on the use of cutout pieces and differing solid planes of 
vision such as he used in other work -the "Venice" diorama of 1831 
in particular. 
The comments of two more critics, one from Birmingham and one from 
Lorxlon, on the general effects and the "Storm" sequence in particular, 
seem to show that while the mechanism was quite complex, it was the 
lighting and colour effects which predominated. 
In Birmingham the Theatrical John Bull wrote; 
"The illusion is now and then a little injured by the 
occasional disjunction of the parts - the canvas or 
the carpentry. The disposal of the lights behind is 
sometimes incorrect; exhibiting now too warm. and 
then too cold a colouring. The scene in which is 
shewn a vessel in distress, is a masterpiece; it 
attempts a vivid delineation of atmospheric changes; 
sunshine, darkness and storm, Cäf. pl. 307; a 
weathering of the gale"*- sunshine again, a rainbow, 
glowing by degrees in all the truth and beauty of 
nature, over an unruffled sea, bright with the 
reflected tints of the sk .1 
To this we may add The Dramas note of the 
"gradual approach of the storm - the darkening of 
the sun by the heaving black clouds - the gradual 
swell of the sea - and singular appearance of the 
Mew Stone, from the rays of the sun, falling 
obliquely upon it -, together with the clearing of 
the heavens, and the appearance of a brilliant 
rainbow. 2 
These descriptions both suggest, with that from the-Spectatoi that 
what the critics saw was a oomplex transparency effect. The lighter, 
calm daylight view being painted on the front of the cloth as seen 
in the key, the stormy transformations of sea and sky being on the 
reverse and gradually taking over-as front-light was lowered and 
rear-light raised. 
1". op. cit., 12th June 1824. 
2. The Drama or the Th. Pocket Mag., vol. v, no. 6 (1824), p. 289; re. DL perf. 
3. p151, above. 
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"The"sliding frames charged with ... colourings" remain somewhat 
enigmatic but the fact that colour-changes from the rear did occur 
allows two possibilities; either, as the word "charged" suggests 
they were further filter mediums interposed between the rear lights 
and cloth - which would guarantee "disjunction of parts" to show, 
or they were opaque screens behind the rear lights, reflecting 
colour back on the cloth. 
Whether the ship is distress - which appears to be marked on the 
key - and the rainbow were independent pieces operated behind the 
cloth, remains open to question. Certainly when Bunn was evicted 
from the Birmingham theatre in 1825, the "transparent Diorama", 
two"rainbows"(one described as a "setting piece")and various other 
oddments which could have been used in the effects we have discussed, 
were all knocked down at the sale of his scenery. 
1 
Following the calming of the storm, the view moved on to the 
"Indiaman ashore; a popular subject with Stanfield, both in his easel 
and scenic work and here probably seen front-lit as an°evening scene 
(cf. P1.31). The view to which the diorama then moved and on which 
it closed, was"Plymouth" ; if we note critical objection to the 
"too evident manufacture of the moon "tit is fairly clear that the 
transformation shown in the scene was the silvery rising of moonlight 
over the city, achieved again by lighting from behind through 
transparencies in the basic cloth. 
The spectacle described here was evidently complicated ;. the only 
certain conclusion we can draw from rather inadequate data is that 
it does seem to have been partly a transparency based on a single 
rolling oloth., with ancillary manipulations of light "filters" 
behind, rather than a more mechanical spectacle of cut cloth and 
extra'working pieces. 
1. Cunningham, Theatre Ro yal Birmi ngham, pp. 153-4. 
2. Theatrical John Bull, (Btham), 12th June 1824, p. 20. 
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We unfortunately have no accurate correlation between the length of 
theatre dioramas and the length of time they took to display. 
As already noted, the Zoroaster example may have taken about thirty 
minutes for 482 ft.,. Critics who saw Stanfield's "Windsor" 
diorama in 1829 and that in Peeping Tom, 183?, of which the lengths 
are unknown said that they took about twenty minutes; 
1 In 1855 
John Timbs did an ingenious calculation to demonstrate Banvardts 
exaggeration in his claim that his non-theatrical panorama of 
the Mississippi was four (or as other sources say, three) miles 
long. In this he pointed cut that ten views, each 20 ft. wide were 
seen every fifteen minutes; the entire show took and hour and a 
half, giving the true length of the piece as 1200 ft. 
2 
Such length was unheard of in the theatre and for the "Plymouth" 
diorama we can do no more than estimate a display time of about 
fifteen to twenty minutes. 
4.4. Exhibition hall ranoran s; work for J. B. Iaidlaw 1824-27. 
Leaving Birmingham, Stanfield's brief foray to Liverpool was most ý--. 
probably to discuss his next piece of work with Mr J. B. Iaidlaw, 
who could usually be found there in the spring and early summer. 
It was Laidlaw who, before the Birmingham business had set them at 
odds, had engaged Stanfield and Roberts to paint their first non- 
theatrical moving panorame. 
3 
Exhibition ball, as opposed to theatrical, panoramas did not 
reach their apogee until the 1840's and 1850's. The two most 
famous British examples are without doubt This Grieve and 
William Telbin's The Overland Route to India', which opened in 1849 
in Regent St., and was exhibited over 1600 times to more than a 
quarter of a million people, and Albert Smith's The Ascent of Mont 
Blanc;, this was painted by Beverley and shown 2,000 times between 
1852 and 1858, at the Egyptian Hall, Piccadilly. 
1. Examiner, 3rd Jan. 1830; Observer, 31st pee, 1837. 
2. Timbs, Curiosities, p. 582. Long cloths like this consisted of several°reela. 
3. Roberts M3. f. 31. 
4. Timm, Curiosities, p"253; Raymund Fitzsimons, The Baron of 
piooadilly... Albert Smith, (London 1967), pp. 123-51, carers Smith's 
jaachibition. 
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These two well-known examples in no way convey the staggering 
profusion of exhibition panoramas in the mid-century, beside which 
any roll-call of theatrical examples pales into insignificance. 
The number of such pan-,. di- and other -oraaas, in London alone 
during the year of the Great Exhibition (1851), defied contemporary 
count, though a more modern estimate has suggested at least fifty 
within a couple of years of that date. 
1 If one then tries to account 
for those painted in the provinces, Europe and America and the 
traffic which occurred in touring them between these places, little 
but confusion ensues; it has been suggested that any attempt to 
marshall all known examples, would be the equivalent of asking a 
researcher of two hundred years hence to do the same for the full 
range of twentieth century film production. 
2 
The detailed reasons for this panoramic proliferation can only be 
briefly noted here; first, as in the theatre, exhibition hall 
panoramas usually showed spectacular current, or recent historical 
events, or reflected popular delight in picturesque travel views of 
some sort. Art, as the truism goes, mirrors lifer and whereas 
romantic landscape-painting bad sprung from more complex roots 
than a banal desire to view exotic scenes, it swiftly encouraged 
the habit of doing so ; it is no mere coincidence that the boom in 
panoramas exactly parallels the rise of the railway, good communications 
and the early growth of tourism. Those who could not afford actually 
to go, could voyage vicariously through the splendid "Picturesque 
Annuals", filled with European and more distant scenery from the 
pencils of Turner, Prout, Stanfield, Roberts and a host of others; 
1. H. Southern, The Centenary of the Panorama, in T, 
_, 
N vol. v., no. 3, 
(1950), p. 69; Of-Fitzsimons, op. cit., p. 100 et seq. 
2. Wickman, Panoramic Scenery, p. 77. Since this chapter was written 
great advance has been made towards an overall view of Panoramic 
and spectacular entertainment by the publication of Richard D. Altick's 
The Shows of London, (Cambridge, Mass. 1978). *Certain of his minor 
points touching, on Stanfield have been included here but it has 
not been possible to discuss at length his more general conclusions 
on the panoramic and dioramic field, for which-see in particular 
his chapters 12-15. 
0 
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they could consult the new-(angled tourist HandbooksI of john 
Murray . or they could visit the panoramas, which showed everything 
from the latest feat of Arctic exploration to the ever popular, 
quasi-religious tours of the Holy Land. 
This leads on to a second point, which is that while the Holy Land 
was one of many popular panorama subjectsýit was the one which 
symbolised a most essential factor in the nature of the panorama. 
From its earliest days panorama was assiduously promoted as an 
entertainment "quite distinct from that of a Theatrical Description" 
and all the evil communications that the word theatre evoked in the 
early Victorian mind. 
2 It is too easy to forget that., dranatic 
reform aside, the personal examples set by the propriety of 
Macready, Charles Kean and Phelps, were no more than the opening 
shots in a campaign for the moral and social rehabilitation of 
theatre as a respectable institution. While these pioneers struggled 
against the laxness of their profession and the anti-theatrical 
prejudices of an increasingly prudish public, the panorama reaped 
its greatest rewards. If Queen Victoria had advanced views on the 
necessity of reforming social attitudes towards theatre, when she 
appointed Kean her "Master of Revels" at Windsor from 1848, she was 
no less aware of the laudable and improving taste of her subjects 
for the harmless panorama; in 1849 she summoned the American 
John Banvard to exhibit bis panorama of the Mississippi before her 
at Windsor, and if this was not a seal of approval it is bard to 
imagine what was. 
The last point to bear in mind about the boom in panoramas, is simply 
an economic one. Their profit to cost ratio was highly favourable. 
1. These pioneering tourist guides also reflected art; in describing 
the Castle of Ischia in 1853, Murray's Handbook for Southern Italy 
(p. 429) said that it needed "no eulogy from an English author, 
since'Mr Stanfield has made it familiar ... by... his matchless 
pencil". Stanfield's picture Castello d'Ischia, was exhibited 
at the R. A. in 1841 and subsequently engraved. 
2. Altick, Shows, pp. 86,121. 
3. Timbs, Curiosities, p. 582; Wickman, Panoramic Scenery, (illus. ), 
p. 97. 
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The numbers of people who would pay to visit any reasonable 
exhibition panorama far exceeded those who could or would attend 
a similar piece in the theatre, where indeed prices tended to be 
higher than the usual shilling entry to simple panoramas. In 
London and even more so on tour, a panorama often ran for years; 
it could be stored and easily revived; it could be easily trans- 
ported and shown in any space large enough to shelter it and hold 
an audience. Compared with a theatre company, its running costs 
were non-existent and even the initial outlay on painting it was 
comparatively low. 
As we have seen, Elliston spent a reputed £5,000 on The Cataract 
of the Ganges in 1823, and this was just one show in a season. By 
aontmst, Bartlett. 's Diorama of Jerusalem and the Holy Land of 1851, 
coat only £2,000, which for a panorama with transparent effects 
was considered a large sum. Tage potential profits on such a piece 
are indicated by The Ascent of Mont Blanc, which in two seasons 
encompassing 529 showings, including a private one for Prince Albert, 
took £17,000 from 192,929 people -,. anaudience equivalent to filling 
Drury lane for over sixty nights. 
1 
We need not go into the technicalities of exhibition hall panoramas. 
which, save in often being smaller as regards "frame size" than their 
theatrical cousins -were not significantly different; 
2 it is clear 
however that the inclusion of dioramic effects in them followed hard 
on the heels of Daguerre, 
3 though there is only slight evidence of 
such effects in those which Stanfield painted. A point to note is 
that while all the mid-century panoramas so far mentioned were 
accompanied by an instructive and frequently amusing lecture, there 
is no conclusive evidence that this was the practice of the 1820's. 
1. Timbs, Curiosities, pp. 253,582- 
2. Wickman and Fitzsimons illustrate' a"selection of exhibition 
panoramas in action. 
3. e. g. The Liverpool Mercury for 5th Nov. 1824 advertises a "Panoramic 
Diorama at the Pantheon, with a description of its effects. 
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It would certainly have been a reasonable one, particularly where 
historic or current events were displayed but though one can locate 
any number of engraved keys and detailed descriptive guide-books, 
the presence of a lecturer has not been noted for any example of 
the period. Moreover, the use of loud musical accompaniment seems 
to have precluded it in many cases. 
How did Stanfield become involved in this vast and confusing field? 
If we except the Barkers (who we should note not only painted their 
circular panoramas but went into the moving variety as well) the 
most important exhibition penoramists of the 1820-40 period were 
the Messrs. Marshall. 
They seem to have been in business by 1811 and their works were 
still in circulation in 1848, though at this later date there is 
difficulty in avoiding confusion between their panoramas and those 
by Charles Marshall, the patent house scene-painter and follower of 
l Stanfield. The latter painted many non-theatrical panoramas-but 
seems to have had no provable connection with his namesakes, of 
whom nothing of a personal nature is known. Certainly they specialised 
in battles and travelogues with great success both on tour and in 
London, where until the premises closed in 1826, the rank and fashion 
crowded each successive marvel which they showed at Wigleyts Rooms, 
5 Spring Gardens. 2 
On an Edinburgh bill for their version of the coronation of George IV, 
they made the claim of inventing the moving - or as they called it 
"peristrephic"-panorama, a , statement at 
least notable on the grounds 
that no-one has yet contradicted it with a better claimant. A bill 
for a, London season of the same piece in 1823 shows that the man 
-l. -Dates kindly supplied from Bristol newspapers by Miss Kathleen Barker; 
material on Charles Marshall ts "Kinorama" 1841, in John Johnson Coll., 
(Dioramas Box 3), Bodleian Lib. 
2. See The Moving Panorama - or The Spring Garden Rout (caricature print), 
pub. S. W. Fores, June 1 823. Shows a fashionable crowd pushing into 
Wigley's to view Marshallts Falls of the Clyde panorama, BM Catalogue 
of Political and Personal Satires, vol. 10,1820-27, no. 1', 555. 
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who printed their bills was J. B. Laidlaw; 
1 it was he, apparently 
on his own account who commissioned Stanfield and Roberts in 1824 
to paint a panorama of the Bombardment of Algiers (1816). This 
event, in which an Anglo-Dutch fleet which bad freed a large number 
of Christian slaves in a highly spectacular manner, was by no means 
untopical- the piratic Algerines had short memories and the Navy 
had returned to administer further correction early in 1824. It 
is likely that Iaidlaw, in planning the panorama had hoped to cash 
in an exhibiting it as the generally expected second bombardment of 
Algiers; in this he was frustrated by the ever-unreliable Day's 
capitulation in May which narrowly forestalled naval intentions to 
proceed with such a step. 
By the time Stanfield returned from Birmingham and Liverpool, Roberts 
bad painted a large part of the work. Stanfield however did an 
equal share and one or two other painters, probably specialising in 
figures, were also involved. 
2 
The piece, by Roberts' account, was destined for exhibition on the 
Continent but this was not its immediate fate since it was 
apparently shown in London first. Where, is a mystery. It certainly 
did not appear at Spring Gardens and the first venue at which it can 
be found is the Great Room of the York Hotel, Liverpool, in February 
1825. There it was described as being "painted by English and 
French Artists in London" and exhibiting, 
"nine very large views in succession. * The city 
before the Battle, the Bay, the Batteries and 
Vicinity, the approach of the British Fleet and 
six Dutch Frigates, preceded by the Boat with 
the Flag of Truce... The Battle at Midnight...; 
the Fire-ships exploding; the City and Algerine 
Fleet on fire... The City in Ruins with the boats 
bringing off the slaves... " 
and so on, down to the Dey with his ministers and officers. in "splendid 
1. Bills in the John Johnson Coll., (Dioramas Box 3), Bodleian Lib. 
2. Roberts - )M. f. 31. 
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National Costumes" sitting glumly in the ruins. There were four 
exhibitions per day, with seats at one and two shillings each; 
five shillings for a season ticket. 
1 In March 1825 Iaidlaw 
wrote to Roberts in London asking for two extra scenes of rin event of 
local interest in Liverpool, the burning of the Indianen Kent 
in the Bay of Biscay; these were added to the Al ers'which 
finally closed on 11th June, Laidlaw having advertised it as being 
in demand in New York. 2 It did not get there but arrived instead in 
Rotterdam; here it was shown until mid-September, moving on to 
Amsterdam from November to mid March 1826, where it was exhibited 
near the theatre in a tent on the Leidseplein. By May 1827 it 
was thrilling the citizens of C ologne. 
3 Its trail ends there but 
the possibilities for its wider circulation can be indicated by 
the movements of another such piece which Stanfield and Roberts 
did for Isidlaw directly after Christmas 1827.4 
In October of that year the Greek Ward Independence saw the last 
great action of the age of sail at Navarino, between a British and 
'ý` allied fleet and that of the Turks. Iaidlaw among others decided 
to capitalise on what was generally considered a purely British 
victory. The first trace of the resultant exhibition occurs in 
the customs return for 26th August 1828 at Hull, where among other 
goods shipped in from Hämburg on the London steam packet, was "one 
"5 panorama 
The Hull Packet of that day advertised this "Splendid Diorama of 
the Battle of Navarino" as Iaidlawts, saying'it would open on the 
'27th at Hull's Olympic Circus. Not only had the panorama "just 
`1. Liverpool Mercury, 25th Feb. 1825; see Appendix IV(E) for further 
details of this and Stanfield's other non-theatrical panoran s. 
2. Laidlaw to Roberts, 24th March 1825; Liverpool Mercury, 18th March. 
3. Information supplied by L. R. Waale, Theatre Museum, Amsterdam; 
Werner Neite, Das Diorama in KB1n, in Jahrbuch des KSlnischen 
.. _, 
Geschichtsvereins VC Cologne 1977) p. 201. 
=4. Roberts, Life, p. 30. 
5.4Hull Packet, 26th Aug. 
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arrived from the Continent" but it was claimed to have been shown 
there to "several Kings and Princes, including Their Majesties of 
Prussia, Saxony and Holland". Confirmation that this was the 
piece Stanfield and Roberts had done in January appeared on the 
29th, when it was'credited to them, Tomkins and J. W. Allen. 
1 
That the London exhibitions were reported and English artistic 
publications widely circulated on the continent, is in its own way 
a matter of some importance, Stanfield's reputation being one of' 
those to in from foreign interest. The tantalising and fragmentary 
information that his panoramas were also widely seen abroad adds a 
quite new and unexplored dimension to the nature of the artistic 
interchange and the spread of his fame. Stanfield was enormously 
flattered when, in 1830 in Frankfurtehe was asked if he was "any 
relation to the English artist of that name"2 ; both engravings 
after his work in foreign editions and his being created a Chevalier 
of the Belgian Order of Leopold in 1862, speak for a degree of 
foreign reputation of which we know little. That tours of his 
panoramic work-may-have contributed to it is not without theatrical 
relevance. 
4.5. Travelling Sketches; the Alpine tour of 1824. 
By the summer of 1824 Stanfield had failed to have any work hung at 
the Academy for three years and, save for one picture which as we 
have seen was probably indicative of a short foray into Germany in 
1823, bad exhibited nothing more exotic elsewhere than views in 
Scotland. The popularity of his own engraving-derived landscapes 
in the theatre and the growing public fascination with travel, to 
which the panoramas also bear witness, must have impressed on him 
the need to seek fresh inspiration in this subject if he was to 
achieve his clear ambition of becomir frccessful landscape fainter. 
Personal necessity was also compelling; not only had he his two 
1; Hull , Packet, 26th, 29th Aug. 1828; see also Appendix N(E). 
For Allen., see Gents. Mag., Oct. 1852, p. 432. 
2. CS to Rebecca Stanfield, 4th Sept. 1830; the enquirer bad 
tried while in England, to buy his picture Wreckers off Fort Rouge. 
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children to think of but there was the imminent prospect of his 
remarriage with all that implied. He also had the spur of knowing 
that as soon as the A ers work was finished, his rival Roberts 
was to set off for a French tour with Jock Wilson and would be sure 
to return with fresh ammunition for their increasingly stormy 
acktests in the theatre. 
1 
It one were to judge solely by the letters written to his wife 
during the may domestic and foreign tours which he made from 1824, 
it would be impossible to conclude otherwise than that Stanfield 
would have been far happier at home. No matter how impassable the 
country or poor the postal services, his mail is largely a catalogue 
of demands for almost daily letters from home and bitter recriminations 
for their non-arrival; this is varied by anxieties about his own and 
his family's health, the dirt, the fatigue, the expense and the 
loneliness of travelling. It is clear howeverIthat when conditions 
were good, he revelled in the scenery and even found something of 
a repelled fascination in the worst weather that southern Europe 
could offer in his usual late sumer or-autumn travelling season. 
The real problem was his English typicality in complete ignorance, 
of foreign languages and, being naturally gregarious, the intense 
loneliness which ensued in the long periods he was forced to work 
and travel on his own. 
In 1824 he was fortunate; he had met and come to an arrangement with 
William Brockedon, perhaps the most intrepid among popularisers of 
European travel, who this year intended to make the first of a 
series of journeys which were to help lay the foundations of the 
tourist literature of the 1830's. 
Brockedon (1787-1854), watchmaker, painter, author and inventor of 
patent bottle-stoppers, had exhibited at the Academy from 1812 and 
1. Roberts M. t. 31. 
I 
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had worked at the Florence and Rome Academies; if Murray in 
successfully instigating his travel Handbooks from 1836 owed an 
indirect debt to the earlier picturesque annuals of Stanfield and 
company, it was to Brockedon that he owed direct practical assistance 
in the gathering of reliable information. Brockedon was eventually 
to cross the Alps some fifty-eight times, going in and out of Italy 
by forty differen routes; the plan of his first foray, that of 
1824, was to trace the passage of Hannibal's army. 
I 
Stanfield's participation in this venture, which brought him some 
celebrity when Brockedon published and dedicated an account of it 
to him, did not begin without opposition. 
2 His future mother-in-law 
deprecated his already long absence from paying due attentions to 
her daughter; after a blazing exchange of views Stanfield retreated 
from Lambeth to the safety of Huggins' house, until peace was 
3 
restored only hours before he and Brookedan left England on 25th July. 
At Paris they obtained passports andtook to the fast road south 
through Lyons to Geneva. By the time they had struggled through 
Switzerland to the Italian lakes and Milan, where they arrived on 
29th August, Stanfield had proved his mettle, if not his enthusiasm 
as a tourist. 
At Aosta he bad nearly shot a benighted English traveller, who bad 
accidentally tried to get into their room at a flea-ridden inn; his 
attempt to brain two bribe-seeking frontier guards with a drawing 
stool had resulted in a further armed confrontation, only defused by 
their guide. On top of this the weather was awful; 
"I cannot give, you a narrative.., of all our Wanderings 
'Of Perils great and Dangers rast'; '*he wrote to his 
fiancee, "but this I have to assure you that on know 
consideration whatever would I again expose myself to 
1. 'DNB on Brockedon; G. M. Young (ed. ) Early Victorian England 1830-1865 
. _$ . 
('2 vols. Oxford 1934), vol. 2, PP. 308-9. 
2. W. Brockedon, Journals of Excursions in the Alpc, (London 1833), 
4 pp. 
1-184 from which details were taken. 
3. CS to Rebecca Adcock, 2 letters, n. d. 4th, 25th July 182g. 
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the great and unnecessary danger and Fatigue I 
have suffertd on the Alps. Our passage of 
The Col du' Bonne Homme, the Col de la Seigre 
and the Alle Blanch were terrible indeed and 
I'm serious when I state that nothing bujthe 
positive assurance that the route we have to 
go has been past within the week by Mules oouli 
again tempt me amongst such Scenes of 
Devestation and Horror. " 1 
At Milan the travellers went to the opera at La Scala and were shown 
in Brookedonts words, much civility by "Mr , --____-- an Englishman" 
who was the manager and who gave them "some curious information 
upon the subject of his appointment". Stanfield, made no bones 
about the fact that he had business, no doubt financial, with this 
gentleman.. none other than Joseph Glossop; having evaded his debts 
in England Glossop had now begun the double management of Is Scala 
and the San Carlo, Naples, which was to lose him £200,000 and reduce 
him to end his career as a lodging-house keeper in Brussels. 
2 
After parting company for a few days for Stanfield to go up to 
Embrun and Gap, the travellers met up again at Grenoble, until on 
19th September they were down to their last five Louis and Stanfield, 
in much better spirits, again went off to cash a bill at Lausanne. 
Though they bad planned to meet up at Geneva on 21st, Stanfield failed 
to arrive at the rendezvous and each returned to England separately. 
The tour thus completed provided Stanfield with the basic material 
h 
for motin views until be returned to Italy and the Alps in 1830, 
though in the list of his theatre scenery to that date, there is 
little that can specifically be pinned to the itinerary. The "Old 
Bridge at Lyons" in the 1826 Christaas pantomime is perhaps an 
example; another view of Lyons was one of four contributdoi which he 
made to Brockedonts Roadbook from London to Naples in 1835 and 




to Rebecca Adcock, 8th Sept. 1824. 
2. ibid.; W. A. Donaldson, Recollections of an Actor, pp. 48-9, 
cf. Fletcher, Balfe and Barrymore at Milan. 
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The key to Stanfield's use of his hundreds of travelling sketches was 
careful organisation. With Turner he shared the practice of working 
up his oil and watercolour productions in the studio by collating 
extensive sketches and studies into the required composition. 
The process is unremarkable in Itself save in the matter of degree; 
for his great reliance on the method was in contrast, for example 
to the practice of Constable or his own follower Edward Cooke, 
who both derived enormous advantages from working directly from 
the life. l 
To this and Stanfield numbered and ordered his sketches to the point 
where he could pull out what he needed from a vast collection of 
views and details, usually simply done on tinted paper in pencil, 
wash or bodycolour and white highlight. At his death it was noted 
that he had rarely disposed of any of these studies and indeed 
used to delight visitors by producing the relevant portfolio to 
recount the story of some journey; 
2 he was also generous in lending 
his drawings to younger artists for purposes of study. 
3 The sale 
at his death consequently disposed of what had been an unusually 
large working collection, in which straightforward simplicity of 
recording contrasts enormously with the elaborate picturesque detail 
which he, planned into many of his oils and finished watercolours; 
even t rougk the secondhand medium of criticism we should expect 
evidence of similar elaboration in his scene-painting. 
4.6. Ren . rriage; a_oonanission at Vauxhall 1826; successful oil 
While the scenic reputation of Drury Lane marched increasingly in 
step with Stanfield's achievements there through 1825 and 1826, his 
other energies were directed to more private matters. 
1. R. C. Leslie, With C. R. Leslie R. A., pp. 366-7. 
2. Charles and Mary Cowden-Clarke, Recollections of Writers, (London 1878) 
"p, 106. 
3. W. W. Penn, Stanfield and Scene Painting, in The Daily News, 
19th Dec. 1900. 
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His fiancee Rebecca Adcock was performing under that name at the 
Royalty in 1824; by July 1825 it was as Mrs Stanfield, the rarriage 
probably having occurred in the second quarter of the year. Before 
the end of 1825, Mrs Stanfield had left the stage and moved with her 
husband to 3 Princes Street, Iambeth, where their first child 
Henry James Field was borax-in 1826.1 
Not all events were so happy; in May 1825, before leaving Bishop's Walk, 
Stanfield had buried his fifteen year old sister Elizabeth with 
their father and within two years was to do the same office for 
their brother William. 2 As a scene-painter, William had been 
doing well at the Royalty, the Coburg and on one occasion at 
Drury lane. In 1825 and 1826 both he and another unspecified 
"Miss Stanfield" were to be found in the minor houses of Manchester 
and Liverpool before William returned to Astley's. 
3 His death in 
February 1827 aged twenty-two, all but closes the file on 
James Stanfield's other children, the last survivor being Maria, 
Stanfield's eldest step-sister who died aged fifty-five in July 1858- 
1826 begin with suspicions of suppressed conflict at the British 
Artists when Roberts, drawn on the hanging committee with Stanfield, 
refused to serve and as we have seen withdrew from Drury lane in 
April. Stanfield's last embarrassing entanglement with Elliston"at 
Vauxhall on 21st July this year occurred as he was finishing there 
his most unusual scenic project. Since 1821 Frederick Gye senior, 
whose tea-rooms Stanfield had already decorated, had been part 
proprietor of the Royal Gardens, Vauxhall. In the summer of 1826 
he. added to such attractions there as a "Diorama" and Mr Green's 
famous balloon ascents, by taking over an avenue of elms next to the 
1. Royalty (formerly East London Th. ), PBs, 12th Oct. 1824, 
7th July 1825, (Tower Hamlets Lib. ); Henry Stanfield died of 
"decline "s aged 11 in 1838; see Appendix VI. 
2.. St. Mary's, Lambeth, Reg. of Burials, 26th May 1825,10th Feb. 1827. 
3. See. van der Merwe, Stanfield Brothers; "Minor" Th. Manchester, 
P'B, 31st May '1826, BL 251). 
4. Gents Mag. Sept. 1858, P-315-; see Appendix VI. 
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gardens and engaging Stanfield to design and construct at one 
end, "A Building upwards of 80 FEET high... The ruins of an 
Italian Abbey by Moonlight". It was claimed that 
"The combination'of the natural beauties of the 
spot with the illusion of art gives a reality to 
the scene which has never been equalled. It will 
be exhibited after the first Act of the Concert 
with the Effect of Light and Sbade, and remain 
open till twelve O'Clock". l , 
Vauxhall, at the time only opened from seven in the evening and as-the 
concert began at eight, the effects of the piece were obviously 
to be seen at the earliest in half darkness. There is no further 
contemporary note as to what they entailed but a later account, 
published at second-hand by Edward Walford in 1873, describes' an 
item which. if something less than "80 FEET" high is none the less 
auspiciously like the Stanfield set-piece. 
"At the corner of a long walk", we are told, 
stands "Tellfs Cottage in the Swiss Alps 
This walk is terminated by an illuminated 
transparency representing the delicate but 
broken shafts of some ruined ecclesiastical 
structure, with a large stone cross - that 
characteristic feature of the waysides of 
Roman Catholic countries". 2 
A smll engraving of the piece so described shows an Italianate 
moonlit ' landscape, supported and sheltered within a fairly simple 
ruined-arch structure, (p1.32). 
1827 and early 1828, a period which showed some abatement both in 
the volume and extravagance of Drury Iane scenery, Pound Stanfield 
laying the solid foundations of his extra-theatrical success. 
Sales of his paintings, though only fragmentarily recorded, show 
he was gaining favour with some of the most' eminent patrons of the 
day. 3_ In 1824, his Scene near Bonn at the Suffolk Street exhibition 
was purchased by George Watson Taylor MP, a West Indian property 
1. Vauxhall PB, 24th-28th July, (BL 377); Times, 24th July (advt. ). 
2. Edward Walford, Old and New London, (London 1873), vol. 6, p. k59. 
3. In Stanfield's~Sunderland notebook, (Sunderland Lib. ). 
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Maecenas whose collections rivalled Beckford's. This was compliment 
indeed since, save in his patronage of Stanfield, Watson Taylor 
almost exclusively collected old masters. He bought further works 
in 1826 and 1828 and commissioned Stanfield to paint his country 
seat, Erlstoke Park near Devizes, the result being shown at 
Suffolk Street in 1829. 
Also in 1824 Roberts' principal patron , Lord Northwick , *with a fine 
gallery at Cheltenham, had bought Stanfield's Antwerp. and in the 
following year his Fishermen ... Lake Maggiore. In 1826 the 
discerning and wealthy contractor Robert Vernon had acquired the 
Iago d'Orta, also from Suffolk Street. The purchase was important 
since Vernon, who was as self-made in his tastes as in his fortune, 
was to become the greatest of the early Victorian art collectors 
and national benefactors. Sta. field's largest work to date, 
Market Boat on the Scheldt, shown at the British Institution in 
1826, was bought by the bibliophile head of the Pout Office, 
Francis Freeling; this with several of the works named passed 
within a few years to John Sheepohanks, the Leeds clothier who 
in 1857 was to follow Vernon's example of ten years earlier by 
presenting his even larger collection of modern masters to the nation. 
If however) one is to pick on a particular work on which Stanfield 
hung his easel prestige before 1830, it must be Watson Taylor's 
purchase of 1828, Wree'.: ers off Fort Rouge, Calais in the Distance, 
. 
(p1.33). Even allowing that the history of the canvas includes its 
being badly damaged in a railway accident in 1854, and until recently 
rolled up in Brodie Castle, it is difficult to see why this ]arge 
work caused such a stir. 
1 
The drawing of both figures and the sea 
is wooden, the colouring thick and deliberately brown in tone, with 
highlights which too plainly show an attempt to use oil in the same 
applique manner as scenic tempera. One can only admit though, that 
the subject and composition are extremely dramatic - fisherman 
1. Art Journal (NS), vol. i, (1855), p. 33. 
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salvaging a spar from stormy seas under a sky "of terrible grandeur", 
ships in trouble and the menacing bulk of the Calais defence fort 
looming behind. 
When it was hung it was the promise of greater things which appealed 
to the Directors of the British Institution who, with the current 
fashion for quasi-old-master brown tones were perhaps colour-blind 
in more ways than one; they awarded it their £50 premium. Nor was 
this the end of the picture's celebrity. It was promptly engraved 
in mezzotint by J. P. Quilley for Moon and Co. - the first large 
plate to be made from Stanfield's work -and when Watson Taylor 
went bankrupt in 1832 it fetched £435.10s. at his London sale. For 
the work of a young artist, not at that time even an A. R. A., the price 
was extraordinary, more indeed than Constable ever received for a 
l landscape in his life. 
4.7. First watercolours for engraving, the Cookes and the 
"Sketohinu Societ4 . 
While the large engraving of the Wreckers in 1829 was a bonus 
not to be repeated until the Finders began work on his Battle of 
Trafalgar in 1837, Stanfield in 1827 had already started to reap 
the more modest rewards of work for topographical publications. 
A watercolour, Ballast Dredger off the Tower, was his first piece 
specifically done for this purpose and one of several which he 
contributed from that:. year to George C ooke's series London and its 
Vicinity, which was completed in 1834.2 
Cooke and his elder brother William were well-known line engravers 
and very active in the small artistic societies and "conversazione" 
with which London was beginning to abound in the 1820's. From 1814 
they had produced some of the earliest plates from topographical 
work-by Turner and Callcott, both with great success; by 1826 
however, George Cooke was suffering financially from his rigid 
1. Whitley, Art in England (1930), p. 2k4. 
2. George Cooke, Views in London and Its Vicinity, (London 1834), 
"P1.5. 
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championship of work on copper at a time when, for the'purpose of 
gainful popular publication, the cheap and durable steelplate was 
beginning to sweep the board. Some ambiguity in the credit which 
Stanfield and others received for their work on London suggests 
they were in pert supporting the idealism of a friend as much as 
making a profit. 
1 Stanfield was to derive his greatest rewards 
from steelplate but certainly agreed with Cooke on the need for 
high standards, particularly since he bad no ability in even the 
basic processes of engraving. 
2 
In all his drawings for Cooke, Stanfield placed great reliance on 
sketches prepared. for him by Cookers son and assistant Edward William 
(1811-80). In E. W. Cooke Stanfield found first an admirer and 
valuable sketch-maker, later his most distinguished follower as a 
marine painter. The young Cooke was never formally Stanfield's 
pupil and in fact received help from several others including 
James Stark, Calloott and Roberts; it was nonetheless Stanfield 
whom he attempted to emulate in his early years and with his 
backing was elected to the Academy in December 1863.3 
The connection is particularly useful in seeing the daily round of 
Stanfield's other interests at the height of his scenic career, for 
from Christmas 1828 the young Cooke assiduously kept a diary in 
which the minutiae frequently cast light on Stanfield's movements. 
4 
From this we learn of the work that he produced in 1831 for 
George Cooke's ill-fated Coast Sketches and British Coast projects; 
5 
that the ties between the families extended to Stanfield's 
daughter being a pupil at Kirs Cooke's girls' school at Barnes (from 
1829); that by 1829 Stanfield was established not only in the 
1. ibid., p. 2 and "Address"; Library of the Fine Arts (N5), vol. iii, 
April 1834, pp. 557--8- 
2. See Stanfield's evidence before the Commons Select Committee on 
" Art Unions, 8th July 1844, questions 2452-2468 in the Report 
.. and Minutes 
(1845), pp. 157-8; Vizetelly, Glances Back, vol. 1, 
p. 1 0. 
3. E. W. Cooke to CS, 21st Dec. 1863. 
4+. I am grateful to Mr John Munday for allowing me to draw on his 
transcript of Cooke's diary and his own unpublished Life'Works 
and Circle of E. W. Cooke, (1958). 
5. Ideas profitably exploited in Stanfield's own Coast Seenery... 
(London 1836). 
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theatre and British Artists circle but the whole substructure of 
the London art business. This can be seen'in social occasions with 
the Simmons, the Cookes and individuals like William Finden the 
engraver, Etty or George Clint the theatrical portraitist; even 
George Cookers funeral on 6th March 1834, at which Stanfield and 
the engravers Finden, John Burnett and George Doo were pall bearers, 
ended as an art session with Stanfield and Callcott inspecting 
E. W. C ooke's work. 
On another plane, Stanfield's presence is often merely one in a roll- 
call of greater. 'or less eminence at a sale-( such as Bonington's 
on 6th June 1829, ) an art society or a dinner. On 10th and 13th 
January 1829 for example, two meetings at the Artists' Conversazione 
and the Cookes' saw Stanfield in a typically diverse company of 
talents; Sir Thomas Lawrence P. R. A., the ex-scene-painter and 
watercolourist David Cox and his son, the Norwich School painter 
John Sell Cotman and his patron William Upcott, William Mulready R. A., 
the genre painter, George Fenell Robson the watercolourist and 
Burnett the engraver. Two lithographers of very different fame , 
both of whom had a band in reproducing later work by Stanfield were 
also present - James Duffield Harding and the talented Thomas Shotter 
Boys, then only twenty-six. Last of the list and one of the most 
important, both as a friend and an influence on Stanfieldts 
topographical work, was Samuel Prout, whom both Stanfield and the 
art world in general acknowledged to be a leader in this field. 
1 
Cookers diary only makes passing reference to Stanfield's scene- 
painting and if the latter had many close theatrical companions -a 
matter on which there is little specific evidence - they did not 
impinge on his artistic circle as seen by Cooke. 
The last sign we should note of, Stanfield's absorption into this 
respectable professional world, if not yet into the ranks of the 
1. 'Harding,. whom Stanfield unsuccessfully supported for Academy 
., election worked on some of his . plates 
for Lawson's Scotland 
Delineated, (London 18+7-54). Boys led the work on his Sketches 
on. the Moselle, the Rhine and the Meuse, (London 1838), in chwhi 
Stanfield recorded his debt to Prout in the copy he gave him 
(property of Mr F. S. Richardson). Prout, a watercolourist, was 
helped by Stanfield in his essays at oil painting, 1838-9,, 
(Prout letters, in Stanfield P%pers. ) 
i 
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Academy, was his election to one of its smallest and most 
idiosyncratic institutions. The Society for the Study of Epic 
and Pastoral Design, the "Sketching Society" for short, bad been 
founded on Twelfth Night 1808 by a group, of whom by 1829 only 
the painter brothers A. E. and J. J. Cbalon renamed from the original 
members. Membership was limited to eight, though guests attended, 
and the Society met at each others: houses in turn on Friday 
evenings from October to May. The host, as president, gave a 
subject which each artist interpreted usually in ink, brown and 
grey wash, for a set time up to about 10 pm. After a simple 
supper each drawing was put up for inspection and comment and the 
nights' work became the property of the hosts(p1.34). 
1 Stanfield 
was elected to this club in March 1829 through the interest of his 
fellow Durbamite, G. F. Robson; on 25th February 1851 when only 
he, C. R. Leslie and the two Chalons survived in the Society, be and 
his son George attended the last meeting, after which it quietly 
faded away from old age; in nearly twenty-two years he had 
attended 446 times. 
2 
Throughout its existence the Society maintained (though with high 
humour) severe and detailed minutes including the reasons for 
absence and other lapses of its members. Though these have been 
lost since lent out for research in 1946, they recorded Stanfield's 
frequent absence due to scene-painting, tours, or by attendance on 
"Her Majesty", - probably asou3rigmt for Mrs Stanfield, which 
confuses the impressive degree of royal and other noble interest 
which the Society enjoyed. We learn of a tour in Dorset in 1844 
due to the fact that "storms and tempests" on the road prevented 
his attendance and once he was noted as being struck low by 
"idleness , for which "tossing-in-a-blanket" was the proposed cure. 
3 
1. For "Sketching Society", see Mrs S. Uwins, Memoir of Thomas chains 
R. A., (2 vols., London 1858), vol. 1, pp. 163-207j, of which 
part is cited in James Dafforne, Pictures by Clarkson Stanfield, R. A., 
(London 1873), pp. 55-7; R. C. Leslie, With C. R. Leslie, R. A., 
pp. 363-4; Hesketh Hubbard, The Society for the Study of "E is 
and Pastoral Design in A. Buzy ed. , Old Water Colour Society's 
,, 
Club Vol. XXIV, (London 1946), pp. 19-33. 
2. Hubbard, The Society, p. 31 
3. ibid., pp. 20-1. 
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Mary of the Society's subjects were drawn from Shakespeare and 
other dramatic work and if gathered together would provide material 
for a study of their own, (see e. g., pl. 37). 
4.8. Stationary dioramas 1826- 30 ; the Royal Bazaar and the 
Pn oecilorana . 
In the late summer of 1827, Stanfield and Roberts appear to have been 
on much better terms than in the previous year and set to work on 
a joint dioramiä commission from Mr Thomas Hamlet the proprietor 
of the Royal Bazaar (later the Princess's Theatre) in Oxford St. 
Hamlet, Thackeray's "Mr Polonius", was a generous if flamboyant 
patron and the richest and most fashionable jeweller of the day. 
l 
One of the many speculations which eventually bankrupted him was 
the building of the Bazaar, which opened early in March 1828. 
Apart from being an emporium and resort of the "baut ton" it also 
housed "The British Diorama and Works of Art" for which Stanfield 
and Roberts painted the first set of four views; Stanfield's 
subjects were Lake Maggiore and Wreck of an Indianian and Storm on 
the Coast, the latter a composition which included a large number 
of, figures struggling to escape from a dismasted ship wrecked 
below high cliffs. 
2 
Each picture measured thirty by forty feet and part of the exhibition's 
immediate success lay in the innovatory means of display. -3 Instead 
of the views being static and the spectatoriuza being turned (as in 
Daguerre's Diorama) to face each of two exhibition stages in turn, 
the ornate salon of the Bazaar was a norms room; within their 
surrounding frame the pictures were "moved on and off by the aid of 
rollers; and wooden screens intervene between them and the spectators 
during each change. The screens are contrived to close centrally, 
1. Roberts MS. f. 53; Whitley, Art in England, (1928), pp. 215,271. 
2. R. Mander and J. Mitchenson, Lost Theatres of London, (London 1968), 
p"336; Weekly Review and New Times reviews, n. d., in Roberts M. 
f. 54; See also Appendix IV r. 
3. Roberts NS. f. 53; cf. Life, p. 28, which gives 27 x 38 ft. and 
'confuses Stanfield s 'Indianian with Roberts' own burning of the 
Kent for laidlaw. 
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two meeting vertically and two horizontally". 
1 This "pleasing and 
skilful invention" seems to have been quite new to an exhibition 
hall diorama; the similarity of the vertical screens to the stage's 
use of flats to reveal or close off upstage scenes and panorauns, 
let alone the sink-and-fly which the horizontal screens of this 
iris effect recall, suggest a theatrical origin. 
Moving panoramas aside, Stanfield already appears to have had some 
experience in this sort of show; in February 1826 he had painted 
six views, exhibited under the name of a "Poeciloramm" at the 
Egyptian Hall. Though they attracted comparatively little attention 
and the name caused some mystification, the views were akin to the 
"coemorama" or "physiorams" in which the pictures were small and 
gained their effect through being lit and seen as an optical peepshow, 
employing lenses to create scale and depth. To this form Stanfield 
added "changes of atmosphere" very similar to those of Daguerrets 
Diorama and the effect produced was reported as being "extraordinarily 
fine". 2 
The Poeeiloramais subjects were a, view of Rouen, changing from a 
thunderstorm to a rainbow and then sunshine; a view of Netley Abbey 
in which the moon rose "with its accompanying changes of Light and 
Shade"; a view of the castle of Chillon "as immortalised by 
Lord Byron": Lindisfarne, as in Scott's ? armion; the Plain of Turin 
with the distant Alps and London in 15903showing tho old bridge and 
"Shakespeare's Theatre", a scene which Stanfield was to repeat on 
stage. 
3 
The pseudo-classical rare, the by now almost predictable dioramic 
effects and the range of picturesque subject matter, combining 
specific elements of historical record or Gothick literary allusion, 
all make this minor scenic group a neat cameo of both the sources 
1. Cents. Mag., May 1830, p. 447. The description applies to the 
rebuilt mechanism of 1830 but it was evidently the same in 1828. 
11 
2. Literary Gazette, 18th Feb. 1826, p. 108. 
3. Unidentified 1826 press advert; with Egyptian Hall PBs, 
Guildball Lib. 
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and the appeal of such exhibitions. The only missing element is 
a claim for particular views being "sketched an the spot" during 
Stanfieldts recent tours - which claim if made, would certainly 
have been true;, The common . factor in his sources is quite clear d5 
in this instance; for at the same timetthe Poecilorama was mounted, 
Stanfield, on the hanging committee of the British Artists was 
putting up his easel views of. Chillon and Rouen for the annual 
exhibition. 
1 
Hamlets Bazaar pictures of 1828 were done fully in oil, to allow 
dioramio transparent effects ; Hamlet provided. the "canvas" 
(presumably a light calico or "union" cloth) and the painting 
premises, which were in the old King's Mews, Charing Cross, site 
of the future National Gallery. Stanfield and Roberts provided 
the colours and their own assistants and received a fee of £450 
each for the work. 
2 
The criticism of these and all subsequent views shown at the 
Bazaar., was that as pictures they were excellent but that the 
dioramio effect was never sufficiently strong "to lend the spectator 
to suppose that it is anything more than ... mere painting". 
3 
Certainly the presence of large numbers of figures in the paintings 
cannot have helped but the main cause of the fault probably lay 
in the use of artificial light and the relatively small size of 
the diorama; it is doubtful that Hamlet could match the illusion 
enhancing distance of 43 ft. that Daguerre interposed between his 
spectators and his cloth at Regent's Park. 
Some answer to the criticism was a further elaboration of effects 
in the next set of. four pictures of which Stanfield and Roberts 
began on the first in October 1828.4 Stanfield indeed craftily 
emulated a successful Swiss view of Daguerre's; with his 
1. Bradshaw, R. S. B. A. Members Exhibiting. 
2. Roberts MS. f. 53. 
3. Gents. Mag., May 1830, p. 1147. 
4. Roberts MS. f-55- 
5. The Village of Unterseen, Regentts Park Diorama, 24th March 1828. 
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Entrance to the Village of Virex, Italy a scene in Aosta, but 
his other contribution was a the de resistance entirely of his 
own. 
The City of York and the Cathedral on Fire was received with 
applause when the new pictures were shown at a private view, 
which preceded the public opening on 20th April 1829 (Easter 
Monday). 
It showed, 
"the city at twilight in the morning; the 
horizon of a sombre cast just sufficient to 
admit of the objects... being perfectly 
distinguished. In the foreground runs the 
river Ouse through a beautiful valley, rich 
with verdure and bounded by an acclivity 
the face of which is boldly studded with 
noble trees and ample brushwood. A few 
objects intervening are seen on the summit, 
and the splendid Cathedral... in an entire 
state just before it became the object of 
destruction by the hands of the incendiary. 
The effect given to the river here... the 
feeble reflection from the water of the small 
portion of light that exists isJin delicate 
keeping with the general surface of the view. 
A light as. if proceeding from a single lamp 
suddenly appears in the great window, but it 
is seen only for a short space, and the view 
resumes its original sober tinge. A volume 
of thick smoke begins to ascend, and the 
glare of fire illuminates the windows by 
degrees until the flames bursting forth unroof 
the edifice and the work of conflagration rages 
with irresistible fury. The trick of the 
illusion is managed with masterly skill; the 
sound of the air-feeding the fire, and-the 
occasional cessations of the brilliant light, 
from the portions of the roof at different 
times falling in... and sending forth... volumes 
of dense smoke, operates like magic, and half 
persuades the observer he is witnessing an 
actual scene in real devastation. When the 
fire is at its height, the vivid sparks ascend 
in countless myriads - the flames undergo the 
1. Jonathan Martin, the mad brother of John I-artin R. A., set fire 
to the Minster on 1st Feb. 1829. 
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variations which may be supposed to be effected 
from gusts of wind - the reflection of the fire 
is bright on the water, and striking at angles 
on the prominent surrounding objects, in different 
degrees, with varied effects, so well calculated 
that it is scarcely possible to imagine an illusion 
more complete. To say the least... the proprietors 
will have substantial reasons to know that the 
pxrtist has made a decided hit.... " 1 
The description is worth quoting at length as one of the most 
detailed verbal accounts of the complex and interrelated effects 
that an artificially lit diorama could achieve, even allowing 
for the enthusiasm of the critic, We have already summarised 
the principles on which such transformations were painted and 
there is no evidence to support a more minute analysis of this 
example. It is however, simply for comparison, worth noting a 
similar church fire scene by Bouton, Daguerreis partner, at 
Regent's Park in 1837, which by being "not perfectly managed" 
betrays the basic mechanism used and its theatrical allegiance. 
The piece, the burning of St. Paul's Without-the Walls, Rome, (1823), 
proceeded in much the same way as the York but at the end, the 
church's 
"whole columns had not quite disappeared even 
when their ruins were distinctly visible, thus 
letting the spectator into the izWstery of the 
contrivance, and showing that it is somewhat 
akin to the Dissolving Scenes, as they are 
called, that have of late formed so prominent 
r part in the Lenten entertainments". 2 
Even the. moat ardent admirers of Stanfield's York fire were astounded 
by the heights of realism it was shortly to attain; an 27th May 1829, 
a turpentine flare being used in the effects touched off the oiled 
diorama cloth and in half an hour burnt down the British 
Diorama", all the pictures therein and the Bazaar. In consideration 
of Mr Hamlet's misfortune Roberts and Stanfield remitted £100 of 
their fee for the second set of pictures, receiving £400 each. 
3 
1. Unidentified review in Roberts ISS. f. 62. 
2. Court Magazine, May 1837, p. 2k7. 
3. Mander and Mitehenson, Lost Theatres, p. 337; Roberts M. f. 60. 
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Within the year the premises were rebuilt and enlarged to take 
pictures seventy by fifty feet (the same width and slightly 
taller than those at Regent's Park). Again "the disagreeable 
sensation of a turning saloon" was avoided by the screen 
arrangement and in April 1830 Stanfield, Arrowsmith and Allen 
provided four more views. Of these only the Pass of Briancon 
can definitely be ascribed to Stanfield, with a View in Venice as 
probable; Brian on was still being shown as late as 1835, along 
with two other scenes which Stanfield bad painted in the interim. 
l 
, 
1. Royal (later Queen's) Bazaar bills in Jobre Jobres on Coll., 
, Bodleian Lib., 
(see Appendix N(E)). Arrowsmith was presumably 
one of the family involved with Daguerre in setting up the 
Regentts Park Diorama. 
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CHAPTER 5 
WORK AT DRURY IANE AFTER 1826 
"The gentleman whots coming on, 
Is Mr Manager A. Bunn 
All in his velvet breeches. " 
(Thackeray , in The National Standard 1st June l 
F33) 
5.1. Stanfield's output; general trends 
Elliston rightly claimed to have left Drury Lane a legacy of 
scenic excellence which had been formed almost from scratch with 
his acquisition of Stanfield and Roberts; from the start of the 
1827-28 season this was vested entirely in the former. 
1 Further, 
Elliston's astute publicity for the scene-room's very real 
achievements had assured-an almost self-perpetuating success to 
their efforts, quite irrespective of the pieces played. In the 
field of spectacle and pantomime the only reason for having 
scripts at all now seemed to be to facilitate scenic display, a 
theme on which the supporters of Harlequin played endless complaining 
variations. While Elliston's extravagance in this course bad led 
to his downfall, the course itself was popular and in following it 
he bad contrived to present the theatre as a leader of spectacular 
fashion rather than as aw re slave to its own inexorable unviability 
for more legitimate uses. Even his detractors had to admire his 
consistent showmanship and few believed that anyone else could do 
better. 
His successors, Price, Lee and Polhill and (with qualifications) 
Alfred Bunn, were by contrast mere unsuccessful speculators, who 
were forced to follow Ellistonts lead while lacking his charisma 
to excuse the lower depths of circus in which they found themselves 
obliged to invest. 
While it was eventually an argument over the precedence between 
scenery and the circus which caused Stanfieldts resignation from 
1. Elliston's speech to the DL Committee, 4th July 1826, (press 
outtih, TM). 
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the house in 1834, there is no positive evidence that he bad any 
deep Macreadian scruples about the general oourse of dramatic 
decline or his part in it. The period however saw a continuous 
increase in demands on his talents and time outside the scene- 
room and the disparity between his rise in public estimation and 
the theatre's fall, put him under some social as well as practical 
pressure to withdraw. 
The grand prominence of his name in the bills of this period and 
in reviewers' references to him as, for example, "an artist who 
certainly has never been equalled in the department of the art to 
which he lends his great talent", 
1. both speak for his appeal and 
the degree to which the public held him responsible for the 
general scenic improvement of the time. 
We will later try and assess some of the methods and qualities 
which led to this judgement but it is worth asking how his career 
was reflected quantitatively in the Drury lane output. 
We might expect that with seniority and pressure of extra-theatrical 
events his personal output would decline in favour of a more 
supervisory role, or that he would tend to concentrate on the large 
set-pieces such as dioramas. Such specific trends are not easily 
discerned, since the bills on which one is forced to rely for even 
vaguely consistent figures are suspect authorities, " to whose 
dicta "'as The Times remarked in 1830, "we do not often give 
credence". 
2 
Taken in quantity they self-evidently understate the actual work 
any painter did and also reflect to different degrees much wider 
factors than painting, such as the rate at which the management 
instigated new shows or scenes or the general policy regarding credits 
on bills. It is, for examples impossible to believe that Stanfield 
only produced the one scene for which he is explicitly credited in 
1. 
, 
Unidentified review with DL PB, 26th Dec. 1829, (TM). 
2. DL review, 28th Dec, 1830. 
Gsg. 
1830-31, though it seems fair to take this as an indicator of what 
appears at the time to have been a comparatively reduced general 
output under Lee. 
Treating the bills as indicators rather than absolute statements 
does however produce some hints of pattern in all the painters' 
work and Stanfield's in particular; (see Tables 4. and 5") 
In general terms of new shows and scenes at Drury Lane, a rising 
level under Elliston slumps dramatically after his removal and it 
is only with Bunn that the trend shows active signs of reversal. 
1 
In terms of work by individuals the comparative pattern is more 
instructive. Urzier Elliston, Roberts evidently bore the brunt of 
conventional scenic production and had some real cause for complaint 
if, as he stated, the work consisted of little more than the leavings 
from Marinari1s privilege of first refusal of allscenes, and from 
Stanfieldts capacity to seize the best of the remainder. 
2 
The 
general drop in activity after Elliston is not reflected in the 
role of Andrews, taken here as the most productive of the theatre's 
other artists; on the contrary the growing output attributed to him 
reflects a redirection of labour away from Stanfield and t rinari 
and towards the other painters for producing the bulk of the scenery. 
The graph takes no account of Stanfield's diorama work which, if 
included, lifts the type, quantity and reputation of his output from 
the realms of just comparison with his colleagues and establishes 
him, as he no doubt intended, on a pinnacle of his own. The addition 
of the numbers of dioramas painted under Elliston and under Bunn to 
his other figures, in the first case renders his labour more 
impressive and in the second (taken with his extra-theatrical 
activities) provides one reason for the low level of his other 
output. 
1. Both Lee and Bunn reduced the frequency with which specific scenes 
were credited to individuals; this accounts, at least in part, 
for the discrepancy between "new shows" and attributable individual 
scenes under their managements. 
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Stanfield's advertised work at Drury Lane 182 ; seasonal averages 
For individual seasonal figures see Appendix ND. 





Elliston 1823-26(3) 26 8.6 83 27.6 4 
Price 1826-30(k) 21 5.2 58 14.5 3 
Lee 1830-31(1) 6 6.0 1 1.0 1 
Bunn 1831-34(3) 26 8.3 25 8.3 4 
It. appears that in the weak management after Elliston, Stanfield's 
actual painting load was considerably reduced, just at the point 
when he was becoming more occupied by extra-theatrical activities. 
By oontrast it is notable that in 1831-34 when he was seriously 
campaigning to get into the Academy, Bunn raised the level of shows 
and dioramas to about that which it bad been under Elliston, presumably 
putting Stanfield under more pressure than he had seen for some time. 
The disingenuous Bunn would have his, readers believe that Stanfield's 
resignation in 183+ was merely from pique, at being thwarted on a 
point of dramatic principle; the evidence points to a longer term 
conflict of interests. 
A further complication to the question of his later output, though one 
which helps explain the change in type and quantity, is that at least 
as early as 1829 Stanfield's conditions of employment had altered 
from those under which he had signed for Elliston. 
Zn 1829 it was reported that his Christaas diorama had cost Price 
£300 -a sum too low to be anything but a piecework fee to the painter; 
l 
the same sum was explicitly given as his fee for the diorama of 
2 1830 and seems to have been his standard rate. The same source 
1. 'Examiner,,, 3rd Jan. 1830. 
2. Lawrence, Bristol Notebooks, vol. 1, p. 7kb, citing Dramatic Magazine 
Feb. 1831; £300 was similarly the fee Macready thought fit to 
. 
-offer him for his diorama in Peeping Tom, 1837. 
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for 1830 said he had been specially recalled from Paris to paint 
the work.. That he had been there is true; he bad left England 
about the 18th August for Rotterdam, travelled down the Rhine, 
and gone on to pay his first visit to Venice in October, before 
returning via Switzerland and Paris. 
1 Even though he was probably 
back in November the fact of his missing perhaps two months of 
the Drury lane season shows that being the house's leading painter 
, was not 
in the strictest sense a full-time occupation, nor one 
for which be was paid simply on a weekly basis. 
5.2. Price's first seasons 1826-28 
Stanfield's work for Price's first season was not remarkable, nor 
overly enthusiastic; " 
there was a suggestion of his being unwell 
before Christmas, but as we have seen, Price was also being very 
cautious in his spending, a policy which did not endear him to those 






Stanfield replaced M. arinari's 1823 act-drop with a 
new one after a celebrated but unspecified picture by Claude and 
at Christmas was praised for his pantomime work in terms which 
leave no doubt that it was being looked on as pure painting, without 
regard for dramatic use; his "Shooting Manor in the Moon" was "a 
very lovely oompositiori'and his "View of the Old Bridge at Lyons ... 
painted with great truth and spirit". 
3 
By contrast, two scenes which were intended to be his pieces de 
10 resistance and as such employed practical effects, were only 
moderately received. 
"England's Pride", a view of the Thames with ships "in motion" 
roused little comnent beyond "good" and the Morning Chronicle 
actually managed to mistake which scene it was. "Englands Glory" 
1. Information from Stanfield's letters to his wife between 
20th'Aug. and 5th Oct. 1830, (Stanfield Papers). 
2.,: -, Winston, -Journal, 30th June 1827. 
3. T_, 27th Deo. 1826. 
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was called a "panoramic view", that is a large stationary view 
exhibited per se, and showed ; the Battle of Waterloo, Though 
well painted, it was thought to do very ill as a scenic representation 
on the stage; the principal reason apparently was - that its effects 
were gained by fireworks, which only served to underline the painted 
immobility of the figures in the picture. 
l 
41 
This example illustrates two aspects of scenic spectacle which were 
becoming problems as the general standards of stage painting and 
criticism of it rose. The first point was the difficulty of including 
people or animals in panorama-type painting; for while a deserted 
landscape could appear convincingly real as a picture on stage, and 
quite startling when augmented by good lighting, the stiff presence 
of immobile figures diminished the effect. On the other hand, the 
inclusion of carefully disposed figures was a rooted feature of 
landscape easel work and it seems to have been Stanfield, whose 
very excellence was driving flesh and blood performance out of 
pantomime, who introduced this painted figure tradition into 
panoramic scene-painting. He usually bad the sense to place his 
figures in repose - reclining or gazing in picturesque groups at 
some marvel - and though this was sometimes overdone it was 
generally successful. The idea of imitation of nature was nonetheless 
never far away from panorama and it was not promoted by such 
occasional impossibilities as horses frozen in mid-gallop, falling 
objects in mid-air, or tableaux of dancing figures. Similarly, 
critics who bad earlier concentrated on the grosser errors of 
lighting or mechanics were now finding less cause for complaint in 
these greatly improved areas and, as with the "England's Glory" fireworks, 
were instead picking on the absurdity of such ancillary live effects 
when combined with fine painted illusion. 
When faced with a splendid painting of, says Niagara Falls, as in 
Stanfield's Christmas diorama of 1832, the view was both obstructed 
and aesthetic logic offended by a stream of white powder rising from 
1. Morning Chronicle , 27th Dec. 1826; Times, ibid. 
2. Literar y Gazette, 3rd Jan. 1829, p. 12. 
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the stage to imitate the spray of falling water. Curiously, the use 
of real water was always more favourably received, if only for the 
charm of its random sparkle when turned on under lights. 
l 
If Stanfield had not done too well at Christmas 1826, comparative 
to the usual raptures over his work, at the and of January 1827 he was 
compounding the lapse with "a pretty game" of absenteeism; by 
mid-February he had done no more than one week's work at the theatre 
in the previous seven 
2 His easel work had for the moment taken 
priority. 
1827 saw the first occasion of his exhibiting pictures at all three 
of the London exhibitions - indeed his first admission--to the Acadenq 
since 1821. It is difficult to say whether this was part of a 
determined policy to loosen his ties with the theatre but since the 
year also saw his first essays at the regular production of drawings 
for engraving, he was certainly diversifying; what with Price's 
restrictions on expenditure and the new pressures on his own time, 
it is not surprising that his scenic endeavours remained modest. 
The Christmas pantomime., Harlequin and Cock Robin, was best remembered 
for his view of "Portsmouth with Shipping in a Gale of Wind", said 
to have sent a breezy odour of salt water pleasantly across the 
f ootlights. 
3 The building of new London Bridge also gave him 
opportunity to paint a view of the works. It was the sort of 
current-events scene always popular with a London audience and one 
on which he was capitalising in his engraving work for George C ooke's 
London. 
In April 1828 the grandeur of the travelogue returned in The Dumb 
Savoyard and His Monkey, a pantomimic melodrama of slight but 
coherent, plot, in which the necessity of the characters making 
1. Library of the Fine Arts (N3), vol. i, Feb. 1833, pp. 330-1. 
2. Winston, Journal, '9t4, Jan., '15th Feb. 1827. 
3. Lawrence, Bristol Notebooks, vol. 1, p. 131. 
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"The Passage of the Rhine" enabled Stanfield to paint a succession 
of three panoramic views = though at least two' the places shown 
(the, town of "Nollingen" and"7he Ghreenfels") existed only in his 
own imagination) The presence in these of the "passage boat passing 
by" the cloth shows this to be one of the few occasions on which a 
Stanfield panorama was put to the practical purpose of helping 
show a dramatic transition from one location to another over "real" 
distance; that is, as opposed to including the panorama as a 
spectacle per se. Though not new, the transition technique was to 
become the most serious employment of panorama that theatre could 
devise. Only Macready's Henry V was to see any of Stanfield's 
panoramic work put to this purpose in any dramatically significant 
production, but the lesson given then was well learnt since 
Charles Kean and, more elaborately, Phelps subsequently carried the 
method to its most developed form in some of their Shakespearean 
revivals. 
Two other events of note occurred before the end of the 1827-28 
season. On the lkth Iky The Taming of the Shrew was revived, 
admittedly with operatic additions, but boasting the first new 
scenery for Shakespeare since Elliston's Merry Wives of 1824, of 
whioh scenery a critic remarked "we need not say... ZItJ is well 
executed when we mention that Stanfield painted most of it. -3 
On 27th June, the penultimate night of the season, Grimaldi took 
his emotional farewell benefit and Stanfield's "Battle of Waterloo" 
was prominent in the bill of fare, accompanied by Webers Kampf -und 
Sieg overture. While by no means his best work., its very presence on 
such an occasion was symbolic of changing times; as Downes Miles 
noted ten years later in his Life of Grimaldi, "Pantomimes are now 
virtually extinct, Stanfield and Roberts have made picture galleries 
of them. n4 
1. PB, 7th April 1828, (TM) ; Literary Gazette, 12th April 1828, p. 236. 
2.. W. Moelwyn Merchant, Shakespeare and the Artist, (Oxford 1959), 
pp. 97-100; Wickman, Panoramic Scenery, pp. 211-23. "Scenic 
transition" is Wickman 's phrase-- for characterising this type 
of panoramic usage. 
3. The News, 18th May 1828. 
4. op. cit., (London 1838), p. 191. 
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5.3. Scenery for the drama; the influence of Bunn. 
If the custom of dividing an artistts work into periods can be 
applied to scene-painting, Stanfield's "later" period at Drury Lane 
can be said to begin with the season of 1827-28, a division made 
less on any apparent change of style, insofar- as this was reported, 
as by the change in information available on his work. 
Roberts and Winston (journalists both) having departed, Stanfield 
as ever silent and the policy of Bunn in particular being to reduce 
playbill credits for individual scenes, means that finding substantial 
information on Stanfield's activities becomes difficult. But even in 
these circumstances and apart from the tendency to a comparative 
reduction of Stanfield's labour which we have indicated, some 
distinction emerges between his work done on drama and opera and 
on the purely spectacular shows. 
While the period as a whole is notorious for the decline of Drury lane 
to the level of an animal circus, there were certain production trends 
which were in themselves encouraging. 
The'now high general standard of scenery and the public attitude 
to it was one such. At worst when a show was condemned, the scenery 
was frequently lauded or constructively criticised as art in its 
own right; when critics took time from lamenting the loss of 
Grimaldi to consider what remained, the universal judgement was 
that a. Stanfield diorama would save a bad pantomime and that in. 
both the patent houses the inducement to enter at all was the assurance 
of brilliant scenery. 
l More positively, comments about the educative 
value' 'of fine scenes were paralleled by evidence of a less pious 
aesthetic appreciation of recent improvements at the Lane; 
"When our memory glances back a few years "s 
wrote The Times "and we compare in the mindts 
eye, the dingy filthy scenery which was 
exhibited here = trees, like inverted mops, 
1. Stage Perspective - Ritchie versus Stanfield, in Library of the 
Fine Arts, vol. ii, Dec. 1 831 gp. 377. 
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of a brick-dust hue - buildings generally at 
war with perspective - water, as opaque as the 
surrounding rocks, and clouds not a bit more 
transparent - when we compare these things with 
what we now see, the alteration strikes us as 
nearly miraculous. This is mainly owing to 
Mr Stanfield. To the effective duties belonging 
to the scenic department he brought every 
necessary qualification -a knowledge of light and 
shade which enabled him to give his scenes great 
brightness and transparency and a ready and 
judicious taste for composition.... l 
Given this standard and the public attitude abroad, the ground 
was well prepared for the application of such scenic powers, not 
only to spectacle but to the new pieces which in their own terms 
of melodrama, comedy or imported opera were original and meritorious. 
Planehe for example, who in his own time was considered as "in the 
foremost rank of modern dram tists", had entered the Drury lane lists 
in May 1829 with The Partizans or the War of Paris in 1649. The 
scenery for this, was nowhere announced but that Stanfield had worked 
on it was appreciated by reviewers who could instantly spot his hand 
in scenes of the Pont Neuf and the Bastille; 
2 
another could 
simultaneously regret that such "theatrical engagements" prevented 
him from sending more than one work to the current Academy exhibition. 
3 
In November, Planche came up with the idea which in its own way 
typifies the bias of the period to consider everything within the 
proscenium, more as a species of well-composed living picture than 
as dramatic ooammication. The construction of his play The Brigand 
arour1 tlhe three most popular of Charles Eastlake's brigand pictures 
=just published... and all in the print shop windows"4- showed an 
inspired understanding of the temper and taste of his audience. 
For brigands as interpreted by Eastlake, whose career represents all 
that"is'High in Victorian Art are far from the passionate villains 
in wild landscapes. of de Loutherbourg or of their original artistic 
interpreter Salvator Rosa. Instead they are very much theatrical 
1. Times, 27th Dec. 1828. 
2. Lawrence,: Bristol Notebooks, voll, p. 74b, citing The Harlequin. 
Gen., July 1829, p. 61; the picture was of Chalons-sur-Saone. 
4. " Planche, Recollections, p. 105. 
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portraits in tableaux attitudes and fine costume; they convince . 
no-one that under their incognito they are less than well-washed 
ladies and gentlemen (or at least honest peasants). Indeed 
Massaroni, Planch6's Robin Hood style hero, is the lost son of a 
prince. 
While, Planchhls scenario adopted both the tableaux and the 
domesticated tone of its source, Eastlake's engravings give only 
a hint of background scenery, particularly a distant view of the 
Mediterranean in The Brigand's Wife. The antiquarian Planche, 
seeking corrobative. detail, scrupulously consulted Mrs Graham's 
Three Months Passed in the Mountains East of Rome (1820), which 
Eastlake had illustrated, and decided to particularise this view 
(I. 2. ). as "The Summit of Mount Guadagnola"ß(p1.35). 
1 
-a subject 
well suited to Stanfield's talents and presumably'one of the views 
which in the ensuing success linked their names together. 
2 
Among the inevitable sequels, Jerrold's The Rent Day, from Fintings 
by Wilkie, stands out for dramatic reasons as a melodrama of social 
conscience but again the faithfulness of the scenery and realisation 
to the original pictorial sources, this time very detailed ones5 won 
Stanfield commendation, especially from Wilkie himselfs(pl. 36). 
The occasion also apparently re-introduced the painter and the author 
for the first time since Namur days. 
4 
It is by contrast interesting 
that the success of The Rent Day encouraged Jerrold to try something 
slightly strongerin The Factory Girl; this'time however., even Stanfield's 
scenery was blasted off the stage after two performances of the 
pieoe, which was considered "radical raillery against the most sacred 
institutions of Church and State". 5 
Shakespeare too, if only by inertia, continued to receive the scenic 
treatment begun by Elliston; for it is an obvious point that even 
while the use'of stock scenery predominated, this stook around 1830 
must,. in the natural course of events, have been composed of work by 
1. David Robertson, Sir Charles Eastlake and the Victorian Art World 
(Princeton 1978), PP"1 ,3 -7; cf. pp. 38,254-5 for a view of 
The Brigand in relation to Eastlake's pictures. 
2. Unidentified review with PB, 29th Nov. 1829 (TM). 
3. Wilkie to CS, 27th Jan. 1832; cited by Lawrence; Bristol Notebooks, 
vol. 2, p. 601. 
4. Jerrold, Life, p. 107. 
5. Unidentified review with PB, 6th Oct. 1832, (TM). 
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Stanfield or painted under his eye. It is worth noting for example, 
that not only did Stanfield's enormously successful "Venice" 
diorama of Christmas 1831ýcontinue to appear as an afterpiece in 
itself until the end of the season but its principal views were 
then saved from painting out and ostentatiously used as scenery for 
the Merchant of Venice, with both Kean and Preist, and for Venice 
Preserved with Macready; in this form they survived for two years 
from their first appearance. 
1 
Similarly,. the specially prepared scenery for the hastily produced 
Antony and Clebpatra was billed in spectacle format; it was 
presumably the distracting showiness rather than anything in the 
composition that the disillusioned Macready found "very inappropriate", 
since Stanfield evidently bad a clear grasp of Egyptian essentials, 
(p1.37), and even Macready considered the work "beautifully painted" .2 
It is. then unsurprising that Macready's own grafting of Stanfield's 
diorama: on to Henry V six years later raised few objections, since 
even by, 1833 both he and the public bad already bad ten years in which 
to absorb the increasing beauty of Shakespearean backings, however 
haphazard the rationale behind them. Though the first evidence of 
personal contact between Macready and Stanfield is at Kean's funeral 
in May 1833, both this circumstance and the nature of the entry for 
that occasiaa in Macready's diary, suggest an established acquaintance. 
3 
We know far too little about specific Drury Lane scenery, either 
melodramatic or Shakespeareansin Stanfield's later period at 
Drury Lane to make more than general observations about it. In 
the field of light comedy however there is convincing evidence that 
he was producing forms of painted work whiohý if not fundamentally of 
his own invention, were by their ingenuity and quality forwarding the 
change from wing and groove setting to the box-set. 
1. See Appendix IV(A). 
2. Nhcready, Diaries; vol. 1,19th Nov. 1833. 
3. ' : ibid.; 25th May 1833. 
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In the absence of a conclusively earlier candidate, The Minister 
and the Mercer, produced at Drury Lane in February 18311, has to 
be regarded as the first introduction of this type of staging - or 
something approaching it - into the patent houses. 
A drawing of act II, obviously not a working design, survives in 
the prompt book and has been interpreted as a wing setting with 
the advanced feature of a practicable built staircase leading to 
an upper level door (p1.38). 
1 This judgement is curiously over- 
simple in that the stage directions clearly provide for practicable 
furniture and a door between the wings stage-left} while wings 
were used, the spaces between them were thus to some degree closed 
off and if the piece was not strictly a box-set the intention was 
pointing towards it. 
This scene, though done under Stanfieldts directionywas not credited 
to him personally; the one which was, act I, "A Splendid Apartment 
in the Palace of Christianbourg", was even more explicitly distant 
from wing and groove appearances. 
The-ground plan for this, (p1.39), shows a depth of setting equal 
to that of the "shop" and the glowing descriptions of it confirm 
that "The stage was entirely closed... 
2 
The room shown was 
"decorated in the most regal manner...... 
with lofty folding doors on the right and left, which 
lead to other rooms, and with similar doors at the 
centre, which, when thrown open disclose another 
apartment, with folding doors at the end and these 
when opened, exhibit a chamber of the same splendid 
dimensions; the whole carpeted with a costly floor 
cloth, richly embroidered with gold ... and forming 
a suite of rooms which might adorn the proudest 
palace in the world... It is a perfect triumph of 
art. "3 
.. 
It was also a triunnph of realism. Apart from its floor-cloth and.. ......... 
practicable furniture placed round the walls, Stanfield was 
congratulated for having so "well overcome the difficult task of 
representing a ceiling in theatrical arrangements. "' For above 
1. Prompt copy in Theatre Museum; of. Richard Southern, Scenery at 
the Book League in LI, vol. v, no. 2 (1951), p. 36. ' 
2. - Theatrical Observer, 10th Feb. 1834, cited by E. B. Watson, 
Sheridan to Robertson, (Cambridge, Mass. 1926), p. 273. 
3. The Court Journal, 15th Feb. 1837. - 
41- Library of the Fine Arts (NS), vol. iii, March 1834, p. 495. 
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the""rich carved and gilded cornices" he had set up "a beautifully 
painted plafond" apparantly consisting of a cartouche of the 
royal arms of Denmark "and lighted by an immense sky-light. "' 
The exact arrangement is not clear but it is evident that by the 
skylight device he bad managed to do away with conventional 
borders and to substitute lighting from above (one of the difficult 
tasks of pre-limelight theatre) for the loss of gas-ladder power 
implicit in. the box-set which he had created. 
If it is to Vestris at the Olympic that the credit goes for introducing 
the "modern" box-set on to the London stage in 1832, there is little 
doubt that this adaptation of the principle for the barn-like vastness 
of Drury lane was a pioneering achievement and Bunn was quite right 
in advertising it as "Designed and Executed by Mr STANFIELD, on a 
Scale of Extent, Novelty and Grandeur, introduced for the First Time 
on the Stage". 
2 Since this set, in the true sense of the word, would 
have been erected before the curtain rose, it is particularly interesting 
to note that Willmott the stage manager, in marking down the timing 
of the show in the prompt book as "2hr 58mins", said this included "about 
25 mins, for setting scenery"; though hardly conclusive about the nature 
of the scenery employed in the act II design, the delay is longer than 
3 the simple flat work of the last three acts probably required. 
Looking at these examples of fine scenery attaching itself 
decoratively to original melodramas, spectacularly to mediocre 
Shakespeare or realistically to a dull modern comedy, the impression 
is of practical capacities and scenic skill in particular, advanced 
beyond the dramatic material or direction available. It would be 
wrong to suggest these fragmentary improvements were the result of 
an overall aesthetic policy but equally so that they were merely an 
accidental result of Drury Ianets having fine artisans and a brilliant 
1. Theatrical Observer, loc. cit. 
2. Whether Vestris's set had a ceiling or used, borders is so far 
unresolved; see Rosenfeld, Scene Design, pp. 112-3, and Rowell, 
Victorian Theatre, pp. 18-9. 
3. Ground plan sketches'in the. prompt book show acts III -V were 
traditional wing settings, III and IV being the same scene. 
198. 
and ambitious painter. 
The Minister was adapted from Scribe's Bertrand et Raton by Manager 
Bunn himself and in its only virtue, scenic originality, it is an 
example of that oily pursuit of the profitable which for sheer 
open-mindedness to any promising suggestion, earns Bunn a wary 
respect. 
l 
Bunn's progress at Drury Lane, from stage manager (1830) and 
manager for Polhill (1831), to lessee (1833), makes him amajor 
figure in the last part of Stanfield's career and in scenic terms 
there is no reason to support his traditional reputation as the 
vitiator of dramatic taste. Certainly he made no moral stand for 
improving an already debased dramatic literature but in simply 
surviving and keeping the patent houses open he provided opportunities 
for new elements in organisation, scenery, and repertoire to work 
themselves out. Vulgar, shady and amoral he was - vices enough in 
a prurient age. - but many other reasons for which he was loathed 
do his detractors little credit, 
In a profession which set store by the dignity and mystery of the 
actor-manager, Bunn was despised as a non-acting entrepreneur. 
Though, ultimately, extravagance and patent house unviability led 
to his failure, his financial and administrative talents more than 
matched Ellistonts in sustaining an expensive policy. Ahead of his 
time in managerial matters, he consistently maintained the right of 
the manager to dictate that policy, previous custom notwithstanding) 
Macready was to insist on just such a right and , if provoked and 
defending his own interests,, was at least inconsistent in disputing 
the principle with Bunn. Bunn knew Shakespeare could not be 
profitable but was prepared to stage it helped by spectacular 
additions, simply for prestige, while paying Macready's salary and the losses 
from the takings of his pioneering championship of opera and ballet. 
That Pocock, Planche, Jerrold and company were the available and 
1. For, defences of Bunn see Watson, Sheridan to Robertson, p. 180, 
and G. G. Urwin, Alfred Bunn ... A Revaluation, in TN, vol. xi, no. 3 (1957), pP" 96-102. 
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popular dramatic talent was not in Bunnts power to alter ; these 
he used to good effect and with Stanfield's scenery even managed 
to make a "great go" of Byron's intractable Sardanapalus. 
1 If 
at worst these attempts were supplemented by the "brutal and degrading 
spectacle" of Van Amburgh's lions? or seasons under the "favourable 
horse-pieces" of Ducrow, even these depended on Stanfield scenery 
which by its presence "taught pit and gallery to admire landscape 
art and the boxes to become connoisseurs". 
3 
Bunn triumphant was never edifying but he bad some right to 
sarcasm when 69aeready at Covent Garden was forced to adopt his 
own spectacular techniques and felt compelled to issue bills explaining or 
excusing the Stanfield "Pictorial Illustrations" which lent both 
aesthetic and financial support to the cause of the drama's 
restoration. 
4 
Stanfield put considerable work into Bunnts operatic and balletic 
importations. The innovatory'inclusinn of a moving panorama (again 
apparently a "transition") into Aumerts ballet The Sleeping Beauty 
was from his hand, as was'the scenery for the first full production 
in English of Mozart's Don Giovanni (as Don Juan ; information 
on these successes is slight but the latter was another instance 
where, though unadvertised, Stanfield's contributions were quickly 
spotted and "if possible added increased lustre to his great 
reputation". 
5 
5. k. The great dioramas. 
Dramatic scenery aside, the main and most important efforts which 
punctuated Stanfield? s later scenic career were the six large 
moving dioramas which he devised and painted for the Christmas 
pantomimes of the years 1828-33; for though the later scenery of 
"Z' Stanfield B. A. " for Macready, added a legendary and well-known 
gloss ; to his reputation, it was on these earlier works that his 
fame. as, a; professional scene-painter hit its peak. 
In April 1831; Downer, Eminent Tragedian, p. 137. 
2. In Hyder Ali, 17th Oct. 1831. 
3. W. M. Thackeray -on Stanfield in L. Marvy ýngravet, Sketches after 
English Landscape Painters..., (London 1850); the original of 
a much-quoted assessment of Stanfield's scenic importance. 
4. °y. Bunn, The Stage, vol. 2, p"305. 
5. 'Unidentified review with PB, 5th Feb. 1833, (TM); see Appendix. IV(A). 
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The effect of these masterpieces - in artistic eulogy and the 
complaints of dramatic critics, who would have exchanged Grimaldi 
and "thirty good practical puns" for any amount of spectacle1 - 
are far easier to grasp than any substantial detail on the works 
themselves. Most outlasted the pantomime in which they had 
begun life but few reached the end of the season, and as each 
rose more splendidly and extravagantly from the ashes of its 
predecessor, their very transience wreathed them in nostaligic 
appeal; 
"OJh", wrote E. L. Blanchard, "why were these 
marvellous dioramas painted out season 
after season? They should have become 
the property of the nation, paid for out 
of the Civil List to ensure delight to 
future generations appreciative of genuine 
art". 2 
"Only those who have seen these really stupendous 
works, wrote Henry Ottley more soberly, "oan 
form an idea of the inventive talent and 
artistio skill displayed, and the extent of 
travel developed in them... "3 
For Stanfield these reactions were extremely important; for apart 
from the seasonal financial bonus which his later dioramas brought 
in, he quite rightly valued the applause which they earned, not 
only from the general public but from other valued petrons. 
4 His 
theatre work often disrupted other commitments - especially where 
engravings were required to meet publishers' deadlines - but he 
must have been aware how beneficially his scenic successes bore 
on his other activities; the continuous exposure of his excellence 
through bills and scenic reviews alone was a phenomenon that no 
simple easel artist could hope to match. The result was that while 
*gallery purists could sneer at his theatrical allegiances, their 
opinion around 1830 was rapidly being displaced by another which 
held that his scenes and "his splendid pictures in our recent 
exhibitions prove a diversity of genius and accomplishment rarely 
1. Examiner,, 3rd Jan. 1830. 
2. E. L. Blanchard, cited by Lawrence, Bristol Notebooks, vol. 1, P-131- 
3. Henry Ottley on Stanfield in A Biographical and Critical Dictionary 
of'Recent and Living Painters, (London 1866), p. 155" 
4, "Nothing could add more to the pleasure I have received from gublic 
approval than your kind commendations of my works at Drury... , CS to Thomas Griffith, 4th Jan. 1831, re, Davy Jones ponto., (Sotheby A. L. 
&P sale, lot 285,5th July 1977)-. -Griffith was a wall-known dealer and Stanfield's agent. 
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centering on one individual". 
' Such was the view of the new 
engraving and picture buying bourgeoisie, to whom his all-round 
excellence was acting as a catalyst in transferring the moral 
respectability of the gallery onto the stage, both in the inoffensive 
delight given by his dioramas and their power to educate pit and 
gods, all unawares, into an appreciation of wider pictorial 
arts, 
2 
The theatre's potential as. a powerful force of visual education 
was no new idea - Reynolds and West had advocated its exploitation, 
Gainsborough had urged it on Garrick - but that this potential was 
actually being fulfilled seems to have been a sudden realisation. 
Its first conscious expression was by an anonymous writer of 1831, 
in what must be one of the earliest attempts to assess the history 
of, English scene-painting as an art form; significantly the 
author's exemplars were "Stanfield and Roberts ... 
rin whom) the 
two great English Metropolitan houses can boast the. -most distinguished 
scene-painters of the age". 
3 
... 3. ý 
It was in a similar spirit of considering the educative potential 
of Stanfield's dioramas, that Ottley wrote, 
"They opened the eyes of the mixed audience to 
admire the beauties of landscape painting; 
they taught even artists some of its mysteries; 
and whilst they established the fame of the 
author they led to a permanent advance and 
improvement in the scenic decoration of our 
4 theatres. 
Such overall assessments however, even from contemporaries, tell 
us. very little about the specific artistic qualities of each 
diorama and no purpose can be served here by simply collating a 
series of eulogistic reviews. We can nonetheless recover some 
points of their construction and appearance through parallel 
illustrative material and those, most valuable, reviews which tell 
1. Unidentified review with DL PB, 26th Dec. 1829, (TM). 
2. Librä of the Fine Arts (NS), vol. i, Feb. 1833, p. 331. "The 
uninitiated eye is lured into a knowledge of what is good by 
the 
, 
display of Zceniic masterpieces. We congratulate Mr Stanfield 
non becoming A. R. A. J . 
3" Historical Sketch of the Rise and Progress of Scene-Painting in England, 
Library o the b1ne, Arts, vo ,Y, pp" -esp. p. . 4. Ottley, Biog. Diet.. loo`it. 
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. us 
where the Grand Designs went wrong. 
The"beauty and truth" of Stanfield's "Grand Moving Picture" 
from Spithead to Gibraltar" in The Queen Bee of 1828, were acknowledged 
by a roar of acclamation from the audience, who marvelled in 
particular at the "extraordinary illusion" by which the painter showed 
vessels manoeuvring in the sunrise at Spithead. Stanfield nonetheless 
miscalculated with the last episode of his series, a "Grand view of 
Constantinople with the Turkish Squadron" for which no-one was 
prepared to swallow just "a mosque and a few vessels"'; this was 
later cut and the piece had to end"(somewhat suddenly) with 
Gibraltar which alone would save a pantomime from damnation". 
2 
Stanfieldts oil work of 043 Victory towed into Gibraltar, exhibited 
in 1853, has no direct connection with his theatre scene but by its 
_subject, size, sweeping composition and dramatic lights it is the 
closest parallel that can be suggested for this episode of The Queen 
Bee diorama (pl. 52). 
This pantomime is also notable for being the occasion on which the 
word "diorama" for such moving panoramic spectacles was introduced 
into the regular currency. For though Elliston had plagiarised the 
term in 1823, it was not used again at Drury Lane for the next five 
years-in which period, whatever the "dioramic" productions, bills 
and reviewers both stick to the terms "panoramic views" and 
"panoramic scened'; even "panorama" is only used once and then 
to signify a stationary view backed by moving clouds. 
3 Since many 
of the scenes so described had transparency effects, this semantic 
coyness is inexplicable, save as a deliberate policy of avoiding 
Covent Garden's earlier established and continuing use of "moving 
panorama". 
However, 'in 1828 Hamlet had opened his Royal Bazaar and British Diorama 
1. Literary Gazette, 3rd Jan. 1829, p. 12. 
' 2. - Examiner, 28th Dec. 1828, 
3. "Panorama of the Harbour of Tunis", in Oberon, 27th March 1826; 
of,, Morning Chronicle 28th March. 
203. 
in Oxford St., for which it will be recalled that Stanfield painted 
two scenes, and an exterior view of this by Adams was a topical 
highlight in The Queen Bee. When this drew off it revealed the 
"New Diorama" - apparently the interior of the Bazaar -"with. 
Stanfield's Grand Moving Picture". ' It was a small step to 
remove the qualifying "with" and this done the name "diorama" 
became permanently linked with Drury Can's Stanfield spectacles 
. and 
by association with similar pieces elsewhere. 
The following year it was unashamedly used in the "Grand Local 
Diorama" of Windsor, which contained a series of separate but 
related vistas; the last-of these, in which George IV and his court 
were rowed across Virginia Water to the strains of the National 
Anthem "was beyond all language thrilling and exciting". 
2 As the 
painting withdrew, a fairy temple was revealed through which, for 
two minutes, the. 'Falls of Virginia Water were seen to play in all 
the realism that Stanfield, Nall and "39 tons" of the real element 
couldtprovide. 
3 It is for parts of this diorama that we have the 
nearest thing*°to Stanfield designs, in a series of preliminary 
sketches of Windsor probably taken on the. spot (pls. 40- 3). These 
include atmospheric lighting effectsiparticularly sunset behind 
Windsor and though slight they also show the type of view which is 
well suited to large scenic painting; that is on the nne band, a 
scene, in which a large mass of architectural or mountain scenery 
dominates the artist's and the spectators' viewpoint and on the 
other, the 
literally and figuratively panoramic vista, obtainable 
from a: vantage which looks down across a landscape. 
This appears to have been an effect which other dioramists deliberately 
sought. At Christmas 1832 a Daguerre-type diorama of Niagara, which opened at 
the Pantechnicon simultaneously with Stanfield's "species of diorama" 
of the same subject at Drury Lane, was particularly praised for 
contrasting these techniques in its two 32 ft. by 40 ft. views; in 
the first the. falls towered over the spectator; in the second one 
L. Se. 10, Bazaar; so. 11, New Diorama with... eto, ', see Appendix IV(B). 
2. British School of Living Painters C. Stanf'ield Es . A. R. A. in Library of the Fine Arts (NS). vol. iii, March 1834. D. 410. 
hereafter cited as Stanfield A. R. A. ) 
3. k FB, "26th Dec. 1829. 
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saw their sweep from above. 
1 By their billed description, Stanfield's 
Niagara views attempted to emulate such contrasts. but though well- 
painted themselves the total impression was marred by inadequacies 
in the mechanics and the banal sound effects of "the indefatigable 
roaring wheel"2 
I 
The most successful of this group of later dioramas were in fact 
those in which the painting was allowed to make its own way and 
of these the two offerings of 1830 and 1831. warrant particular note. 
Both are to a small extent retrievable in terms of parallel material., 
in that they sprang directly fxvm Stanfield's tour through Germany, 
northern Italy and Switzerland in the autumn of 1830. This itself 
gives them a particular interest in relation to his non-theatrical 
work; for it was from this tour that he also gathered the material 
which was to sustain the early part of his full-time easel career. 
He was not to visit Italy again for another eight years but during 
that time he painted a series of Venetian and other Italian subjects 
based on his 1830 material, the most-important of which were his 
earliest works for Lord Lansdowne who was to become his-principal 
patron. 
3 
More accessible to the pockets of the theatre-going classes.. and 
an earlier result of the tout} were the illustrations it provided for the 
first of Stanfield's three Picturesque Annuals, in Charles Heath's 
popular series; these in their own way allowed the public to savour 
at leisure the scenes, if not the scenery$of the related dioramas. 
Of the. first diorama , that in Davy'Jones at Christmas 1830, little 
is known beyond the advertised description; its title, the "Military 
Pass of the Simplon" referred to its including, among its sweeps of 
Alpine scenery(ef. p1.4k), a view of the young Napoleon's army crossing 
that, pa. ss, presumably in the campaign of 1796. It was reputedly a 
1. Times, 28th Dec. 1832. 
2. Library of the Fine Arts (NS ), vol. i, Feb. 1833, p"330" 
3. From 1833 to 18.5 he painted'ten pictures for Lansdowne, 
of which the first was exh. R. A., 1833" 
4. Travelling Sketches in the north of Italy, the Tyrol, and on the 






Reports that Stanfield was actually recalled from his tour to do 
it are probably exaggerations, but the scenes were certainly fresh 
in his mind and fast off his brush. Lee it seems had dithered and 
left him with eleven days in which to paint the piece from scratch 
("with his assistants") -a factor which in all probability added 
to the breadth and impäct of the execution. 
2 
The second of the two dioramas resulting from the 1830 tour was 
"Venice and its adjacent Islands" in Harlequin and Little Thumb 
the following year. Though he had gone into Italy with Brockedon 
in 1824, the 1830 trip was Stanfieldts first visit to Venice where, 
as so often on his autumn travels, he arrived by bad roads and in 
worse weather on 29th September. 
It was not a comfortable season for sedentary sketching;. for while 
he could escape curious Venetians by transferring himself and 
portfolio to a gondola, the "mosqueetos" were not to be deterred 
save by rain. Of that too there was plenty, though with some 
splendid artistic results, (pl. k5) and bitten or damp, Stanfield 
remained enthusiastic. "Venice" he wrote "is truly magnificent::: 
its Palaces, Chirches, Boats and Costumes &c &o make a whole not to 
, 
be equalled anywhere in the world", 
3 
and it was in this spirit that 
the city was transferred to the stage of Drury lane "with a truth 
and finish which were never bestowed upon scene-painting in our 
times at least, until he applied his talents to the work". 
k 
The diorama of Venice is the only such piece by Stanfield after the 
"Plymouth Breakwater" of 1823 for which a key was included in the 
published scenario, (p1.46). 
5 Unfortunately, the length of the cloth 
1. Stanfield A. R. A., p. 410. 
, 2. Unidentified press-cutting with PB, Ist Jan. 1832, 
(TM). 
3. CSto Rebecca Stanfield, 5th Oct. 1830. 
4. Times, 27th Dec. 1831. 
5. Harlequin and Little Thumb or. The Seven-Leagued Boots (DL printed 
book of songs". 1831); the only located copy is in the 
Huntington Lib., Calif., (Kemble-Devonshire Coll., no. 588). 
b 
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is unknown and the circular format of the key, though reflecting 
the supposed viewpoint of the artist and audience, does not allow 
any close analysis of its size or the rate of progress at which it 
was shown. The key also names only seven episodes as opposed to 
nine in the "book of songs" and the bill, (p1.47); the latter 
makes two views (nos. 2 and 3) out of the key's scene 2, and inserts 
an episode of "The Lag=es by Night" (no. 5) after "The Lido". The 
-first variation appears so nice as to seem specious and the 
existence of the "lagunes" in the scenario but not the key9can 
only be explained by its taking the form of some effect which was 
not capable of being shown on paper,, probably something involving 
stage action rather than just painting. 
During the "Lagunes" episode, the scenario shows that the musical 
accompaniment of the piece was punctuated by a chorus of gondoliers 
who sang an eight line stanza 
"Breathing to those by night who rove 
Tales of the gentler theme of love. " 1 
Wickman has suggested that a real chorus may have entered at this 
point, where there appears to be no counter attraction of scenery; 
2 
however, the general circumstances of the diorama, which was pure 
spectacle and had no dramatic function as a "scenic transition" to 
get actors from one place to another, make it far more likely that the 
chorus was heard but not seen, while dimly lit cut-out gondolas 
bearing lights passed, say, in silhouette against some translucent 
moonlit background. The song in fact says that the chorus "row with 
glee" and we have some indication this was not action in the flesh. 
For unlike the "Plymouth" diorama, in which the use of extra mobile 
pieces up or down-stage of the cloth is only a matter for speculation, 
the "Venice" is a clear example not only of a partially transparent 
cloth, but one designed for use in conjunction with pieces in these two 
other planes, rather like a child's pop-up book. 
1, ibid., p. 15. 
2. -Wickman, Panoramic Scenery, p. 192. 
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The first element of the ensemble, probably down-stage, comprised 
painted boats and their painted occupants, betrayed on the first 
night by Wallacks distinctly heard abuse of "a pasteboard gondolier 
who seemed to be rowing as well as he could, "D--n ye, keep close 
to the lights"*' 
The next plane upstage was the main cloth, distinguished on the 
first night not only by its beauty but the fact that this was 
somewhat marred by insufficient light by which to see it and "the 
creaking noise occasioned by the rollers on which the canvas moves". 
2 
The plane furthest upstage, perhaps diorama flats, revealed through 
cuts or breaks in the cloth, is the most uncertain in its structure 
and was the presumed cause for Wallack's further "laconics"; the 
episode following the "Lagunes at Night" was a moonlit view of the 
Bridge of Sighs, which formed one of the main features. This, we 
are told 
"was sometimes too quick, and,, at others too slow 
in motion to keep company with the background belonging 
to it. Accordingly the effect of broad day was 
occasionally visible beyond an arch-way painted 
with the effect of moonlight and other incongruities 
were exhibited detracting equally from the effect of 
the grand diorama. " 3 
In short, though the diorama bad the usual changes of light according 
to time of day, its principal effects were fnot. light-induced 
transformations of solid objects painted on a single-plane surface, 
but rather a oomplex. mechanical spectacle with real as well as 
perspective depth. Though its faults were quickly enumerated by 
the critios most made allowances for teething troubles, 
It is unfortunate that no clearer description than this exists of 
any of the workings of Stanfieldts later Drury Lane dioramas and 
1., Times, 27th Dee, 1831. 
2. ibid. 






we are left with no more than the mechanical -hints drawn on above 
to add to the evidence for transparency illusions, already 
mentioned in connection with the "Plymouth Breakwater diorama. 
The system described, that of a moving scene in several planes, 
was most explicitly outlined by Frederick Fenton in connection with 
his work at Sadler's Wells on P'helpst Midsummer Night's Dream (1853), 
though Phelps was not the only one to use the technique for serious 
drama; in this the moon was seen to rise and chase through the 
clouds over the wood by means of 
"a diorama - that 
ZisJ, two sets of scenes 
moving simultaneously. These had cuts and 
shapings to represent in the front set, openings 
of the woods, spaces between the stumps of the 
trees, and the light parts of the foliage. The 
back set of the diorama was similarly treated to 
produce various cloud effects". 1 
3adler's Wells however was a small house and Phelps' operations, 
`,. hough ingenious, were never on the scale of the extravagant and 
ostentatious patent house pantomimes. 
The complexity of Stanfield's later dioramas is perhaps best conveyed 
by a brief description of the Grieves' response to his "Venice", the 
"Grand Moving Panorama" of "A Trip to Antwerp, which we have already 
mentioned with regard to the dimensions of "Plymouth Breakwater" 
and which adorned the excellent Puss in Boots at Covent Garden in 1832.2 
The extant model for this belies the apparent simplicity of its own 
engraved key - and by implication those of other dioramas - by 
showing the piece to be made up in a similar way to that outlined 
in the. reviews of the "Venice", (pls. 48-9). The basic panorama 
cloth of the "Antwerp" contains a large cut to hold a transparency 
of a moonlit sky and at various points is supplemented by two 
additional planes oP.. cut or profile pieces and "baokings". 1 Most of 
1. "J. Möyr Smith, introduction to de-luxe ed. of Midsummer Night's Dream 
(B. Quaritah, London 1892), pp, xii-xiii. 
2. See Ch. 4.3, p. 150. 
3. Bbr which see Mayer, Harlequin, "p. 133. 
4. Times; 
_27th 
Dec. 1832, also refers to changes of light on the piece 
being produced by "blinds". 
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these extra pieces appear to have been set up behind the panorama 
cloth. The transformation of the fleet anchored off Deal to the 
fleet at sea, was apparently achieved by the cloth drawing on to 
cover the view which had been set up independently of it as the 
opening episode of the display. Similarly, the views of Ostend 
and Antwerp seem to have. been set up under cover of the rolling 
cloth and to have been revealed by its withdrawal. 
Theme operations look back to the thieve "panorama" of 1822, in 
which the view of Leith was similarly revealed1 and forward to 
Stanfieldts work on Macready's Henry V, where the addition of a 
gauze to the end of his "Harfleur" diorama refined simple withdrawal 
of the cloth to a "melting" cross-fade from painting to action. 
2 
The means and effects of the "Venice" lie within the same frame 
of reference as these examples. 
It is also clear from this evidence that oitemporary reteTences to "panoramas "t 
"moving pictures" or ". dioramas" form little basis for an objhetive 
assessment of their operaticns, which at-the end of Stanfieldts 
scenic career were taking full advantage of the deep stages, complex 
machinery, and large stage crews peculiar to the patent houses, 
Stanfield was certainly mechanically oriented - sometimes overly so - 
and in Nall was backed by an equally ingenious and fast worsting machinist; 
3 
yet the unique quality of his painting aside, the degree to which he made 
original contributions to the mechanical elaboration of scenery is unknown. 
He was credited with the design of "machinery" as far back as 1820 in 
Edinburgh4and for obvious reasons maintained a keen practical interest 
in it as well as in the setting up of lighting, be the occasion an 
exalted labour of Macready or the more enthusiastic diversions of Dickens. 
5 
As any other designer, he worked by means of models, some of which 
survived him including those for Ade and Galatea, That some of these 
models carried specific mechanical implications is indicated by two 
1. see p. 93. 
2. Merchant, Shakespeare and the Artist, p. 99. 
3. "" Nall's - 'machinery seems - 
rather the effort of years, than (as we hear) the proauce of a 
few days' labour", DL review with PB, 13th Feb. 1833, (TM). 
4. For The Antiquary, Edinburgh Pantheon, see p. 57. 
5. see. ýe. g., Downer, Eminent Tragedian, p. 207. 
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examples. Those for Acis apparently allowed George Vining, who 
somehow obtained them, to recreate "the Celebrated Scene of the 
Rolling Wave" when he revived Mncready's 1842 production at the 
Princess's in 1869 - though he was doubtless helped by the presence 
of stage-manager George Ellis, who had worked on the original. 
1 
More important is the evidence of Winston's sale of 1849 in which 
one of the star items was the "working model" for the Zoroaster 
Eidophusikon of 1824, "the whole drawn and painted in watercolour 
by Stanfield". 2 That this was claimed to be Stanfield's "first 
Diorama" may be mere oversight but Winston above all would have 
known it was not, -and the fact that it "worked" (which for example 
the Grieve"Antwerpmodel obviously was not intended to) perhaps 
indicates something innovatory, if only within Stanfield's experience.. 
.., 0ý ý 
1. Lawrence, Bristol Notebooks, vol. 2, p. 569; C. H. Sbattuck, 
A Victorian State Manager..., in ZN, vol. xxii, no. 3 (1968), 
pp. 105-6,111-2. 
2. Winston, Catalogue, lot 767; sold for 4 gns. to "Stone". 
1 
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STANFE AS AN ARTIST 
"Stanfield Zi'Ja scene-painter in little. " 
( B. R. Haydon, 18k2) 
6.1. Introduction; method of approach 
211. 
The principal purpose of this study so far has been to trace 
Stanfield's private and professional life in a context of theatrical 
and artistic events. Prom the early 1820's we have seen him 
developing his painting skills among a wide circle of scenic and 
other artists; by about 1830 and largely due to his influence, 
not, only has the quality of scene-painting greatly advanced but 
the form itself, particularly in its panoramic aspects, has come 
to be appreciated and assessed as a pictorial art in its town 
right. 
In this process Stanfield has helped promote and benefited from 
the general popularity of painted spectacle and landscape art; on 
a personal level he has also been stimulated by the competition of 
near rivals. Of these Roberts, "in architectural scene-painting 
- unequalled, and in sea-views... perhaps only inferior to Stanfield, 
is his nearest challenger, with the Grieve family in hot pursuit. 
Theatre fame apart, Stanfield's advantage over most of his 
competitors has been a wide and popular diversification in other 
aspects of landscape art, in the gallery, engraving and non-theatrical 
panoramic work; "How a man", Thackeray was later to write, "could 
do so much and so well as Mr Stanfield did during the time he was 
"2 the chief of the Drury Iane scene-room was a wonder to everybody. 
Given skill, ambition, diversification and the tastes of the age, 
Stanfieldfs success is not in principle remarkable but we should 
ask in terms of painting rather than biography how it was achieved; 
what were the particular artistic qualities and methods which made 
him unique among expert contemporaries? 
1. Literary Gazette, 3rd Jan. 1829, p. 12. 
2. In Marvy, Ske tches. 
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This question is a difficult-one to answer either directly 
or completely, for almost needless to say, virtually none of Stanfield's 
scenic material survives as a basis for judgement. Perhaps less 
obvious but equally, important, is the general unsuitability of 
scene designs alone, however many exist, for assessing the 
effects of the finished work as staged; designs tell us about 
composition and conception but convey nothing about the full-saale 
handling of scene-paint, canvas, machinery and artificial lighting 
which made up the final product. In trying to envisage this 
product, from designs or through examination of critical accounts, 
there is also a conceptual problem, namely our doubtful capacity 
to make an assessment of such work in the terms of the age which 
saw it. Illusionistic moving dioramas for example, as well as 
other aspects of nineteenth century staging, foreshadowed the 
great illusion of cinema but it can be argued that a generation to 
which the sophistication of film and television is commonplace 
lacks the simpler visual vocabulary by which its ancestors 
understood and thrilled to painted spectacles. 
1 Even if a Stanfield 
diorama were unearthed from some forgotten store and we were able 
to admire its pictorial quality with more than a dispassionate eye, 
there is little chance that we would feel anything but benign 
curiosity towards its mechanical manoeuvrings of painted ships on 
painted oceans. We would certainly not gasp at the illusions of 
reality which it conveyed to its original audiences, or appreciate 
the`partieular excellencies which, set against contemporary experience, 
fired'. their imaginations. 
Deprived of Victorian perceptions and the material which excited 
them we may nonetheless try, tentatively, to fathom Stanfield"s 
quality and methods using such accounts as exist and reference to 
his enormous easel output. This method is legitimate on two grounds; 
first because the energy and industry he threw into his scenic work 
over nearly twenty years is itself evidence of the importance he 
attached to it, as part of his general artistic endeavour. It was 
1. The progression towards filmic illusion in the 19th century 
theatre, has been examined by A. N. Vardac, Stage to Screen 
(Cambridge, Mass. 19 9))see esp. Ch. 11; Baugh, Backstage in 
the'Theatre, Ch. 2, more specifically'exanines the scenographic 
language of proscenium staging in the early century and technical 
influences tending to change it. 
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as. he once remarked, a "branch of my profession"1 and one which, though 
he. abandoned it on, practical grounds, he privately enjoyed and for which 
he kept some regard. 
2 That it received less thought than his other work 
is not credible. 
Second, and apart from his own attitude insofar as we can define it, is 
the assertion of those who knew both his scenic and easel work that the 
former had the qualities of the latter and, usually more derogatorily 
expressed, vice versa. This similarity was most constructively outlined 
by his earliest-general assessor in 1834 ; "Asa scene-painter, " the 
anonymous critic wrote, 
"Stanfield is great, is unrivalled in landscape and 
marine subjects, and in this line must he mainly 
rest his reputation; for even should not posterity 
be fortunate enough to see a scene by him they will 
be pretty well able to judge what his powers were by 
his cabinet paintings; which if not of the high 
order Zof poetic feeling7 of which some of his 
contemporaries are, still are distinguished by 
great pains and beauty". 
The conclusion we must draw from such evidence is that his scenery 
was - in no way isolated from his other work' but" f ormed one side of 
an artistic triangle of which oil and watercolour were the other 
two; having these we may attempt a calculation of the missing part, 
first making some assessment of his general abilities. 
6.2. Easel work. 
While art in the first quarter of the nineteenth century saw a wave 
of interest in a broad naturalistic observation of landscape, either 
in its gothic or spectacular aspects as personified by de Loutherbourg, 
Turner, Danby and John Martin, or in the more pastoral occupations 
of the Norwich School or Constable, the period from around 1820 
showed a great dilution of this initial romantic impulse. Growing 
piety and puritanism led to a distrust of frank statements of 
imaginative feeling and encouraged the growth of a more controlled 
and detailed realism. In an increasingly ordered society, though one 
built on the harsh realities of urban and industrial expansion, it 
" 
1. ` see. p. 2k6. 
2. see Ch. 7, pp. 233-4. 
3. `Stanfield*A. R. A., in Library of the Fine Arts (N5), vol. iii, 
'March 1834, pp. 410-1. 
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was felt that a tasteful, often minute, rendition of the pleasing 
aspects of God's creation was the sole way to Truth and Beauty; 
further that art which pursued this path without shocking delicate 
sensibilities, was not only to be enjoyed of itself but deserved 
praise as being morally and socially improving. In short the 
impulse of the romantic imagination seen at the turn of the century, 
transformed into the pursuit of a literal, picturesque and often 
prosaic realism, catering to the representational predelictions 
of.. the growing " middle-class " market. 
The now rather derogatory overtones of "picturesque", of blandness, 
falsification and the insidious Bowdlerization of anything tasteless 
or unpleasant, should not blind us to its more positive qualities. 
For in terms of visual education, a prelude to a more profound 
romanticism, the picturesque had considerable value; it has been 
tellingly defined as a necessary interregnum between classic and 
romantio'art in which the eye learns to appreciate the imagery on 
which the imagination may later work; "Classic art makes you think, 
imaginative art makes you feel. But picturesque art merely makes 
you see... Picturesque art is imperfect art but not' necessarily bad-"- 
art. nl 
StanfLeld, was neither an intellectual nor a poet but a straightforward 
and simple man; he had a strong visual and practical imagination 
and an even more practical knowledge of the subjects he chose to 
paint, ships and the aea in particular. These qualities were 
insufficient to make him a great romantic painter but easily enabled 
him to become "the leader of the English Realists". 
2 
His artistic progress could well be characterised as a full pursuit 
of the Picturesque ; eye-witness report testifies to the ' liberties 
he took in cramming his work with detail, diversity and scenic 
contrasts, "regardless of the sacrifice to truth which this involved"3 
and the simple comparison of his basic sketches with finished products 
amply confirms this (pls. 50-1). The results of this policy, especially 
L' Christopher Hussey, The Picturesque, (2nd imp., London 1967), pp. 245,5- 
2, Johi Ruskin, Modern Painters, (2nd ed., 5 vols., Orpington 1888). 
vol. 1, p. 119. 
3. Vizetelly, Glances Back, vol. 1, p. 164. 
215. 
in his oil painting, are very varied; at one extreme lies artificiality, 
flat conventionalism and general woodenness; at the other end of his 
range one finds many instances in which understanding of his subjects, 
superb planning and handling and dramatic colour produce the realistic 
masterpieces for which he was famous. Many of these often enormous 
canvases such as Victory towed into Gibraltar or its pendant 
The Siege of St. Sebastian (pls. 52-3)9 are themselves great stage 
or panorama set-pieces but even the smaller ones show methods which 
reflect more on the bold outlines and surface effects of stage 
painting, than on an understanding of the variations of inner light 
andform výihioh the transparency of oil is amenable. In his marine 
work perhaps the finest example of this intensely skilled but almost 
entirely superficial technique, showing all the precision, glow and 
polish of surface effects, is the picture generally called On the 
Dogger Bank (pl. 54). 
It is only under very unusual circumstances that the bright picturesque 
intention and physical realism is sufficiently concentrated to 
produce a more evocative appeal to the viewer's imagination. The 
Abandoned for example (p1.56), certainly his marine masterpiece, lacks 
none of his realistic qualities; however, by being pared of all 
extraneous detail it shows not only a single concentrated image of 
desolation but manages also to project something of that spirit. 
Unique for Stanfield, it is also original for its period. in its total 
lack of overt human associations and it has rightly been claimed as 
one of the most powerful as well as one of the last, great English 
wreck pictures 
) 
In general however, neither great emotional evoeation, nor more happily 
mawkish sentimentality, lie within Stanfield's aims and abilities as 
a realist; while a few, with Ruskin, wished him to be "less clever 
and more affecting; less wonderful and more terrible; and ... to 
learn how to conceal", 
2 Thackeray spoke more for his paying public in 
admiring his very lack of Turnereaque "mysticism or oracularity" and 
1. T. S. R. Boase, English Art 1800-70, (Oxford 1959), p. 126; Shipwrecks 
in Relish Romantic Painting,, in Warburg and Courtauld Inst. Jnl., 
vol. zxii, Jan-1959, p. 346. 
2. Modern Painters, vol. 1, P-348- 
I 
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in praising his work for its oomprehensibility, simplicity and 
manliness. 
1 In a period when mastery of subject-mater was for 
most the highest aesthetic good, Stanfield's capacity to achieve 
this "fearing no difficulty and desiring no assistance" brought 
him predictable and deserved success. 
2 
Haring pointed briefly to the solid and dramatic rather than 
poetic character of his oil work, we should look at the other end 
of his range, that is at the sketches and watercolours which represent 
both a distinct branch of activity and the basic material for-his 
oils and topographical stage scenery. 
Ruskin, who despite his admiration of Stanfield's knowledge and 
skill considered him generally too prosaic, was delighted to find 
in his sketches "from nature or fancy... powers and perceptions... 
of ä far higher order than any that are traceable in his academy works, 
powers which I think him much to be blamed for checking. "3 It is a 
reasonable assumption that in the informal circumstances of sketching, 
-especially where time was limited or passing effects bad to be 
grasped, Stanfieldts basic talent took over from his conscious 
ideas of what art ought to be. There are, scattered among bis work,. 
some extraordinary examples of how able he was when operating under 
pressure; some spirited studies of the eruption of Vesuvius in January 
1839 for example, an event to which he deliberately got into uncomfort- 
able proximity, show this capacity (p1.57), and a more finished 
watercolour cloud study, now in the British Museum, demonstrates a 
strength of mass and movement which Constable might have envied, (p1.58). 
Following the range of his work from the spontaneous to the studied, 
the Frigate in a Storm, (p1.30) begins to show overt formula in the 
sky while a fully finished watercolour like The Dogana _ 
(pl. 45 ), though 
imposingly dramatic, isfaioser to Academy work by being precisely 
calculated to suit picturesque engravings 
1. See W. M. Thaekeray, (G. Saintsbury, ed. ), The Paris Sketchbook,.., 
(The Oxford Thackeray, vol. 2; Oxford 1908), pp. 653-4, (1845). 
2. Modern Painters, loc. cit. 
3. ibid., vol. l, p. 119. 
4. cf. Andrew Wilton, British Watercolours. 1750-1850, (London 1977), 
pp. 48,197, for a similar pattern seen from the viewpoint 
of Stanfield 's debt to, and development from, the influence of Bonington. 
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A large number of Stanfield's travelling sketches are very similar 
to stage designs, less by intention than on the grounds of the 
materials used. The "site drawings" of Old Parham Hall and Val 
d'Orso for example, (pie. 50,59), are quite typical in being 
painted largely in body-colour and applied white highlights, a sort 
of scene-painting in miniature and a technique. which relies not on 
subtle modulation but an immediate and decisive recording of the 
broad masses. Both Stanfield's and Roberts' preference for also 
employing this body-colour technique in their finished watercolour, 
rather than relying on the translucency and highlight "scraping" of 
the traditional practice, almost certainly owes something to their 
scenic habits; it is notable that the popularity the method obtained 
with them was roundly condemned by artists of the older school like 
Turner, to whom the effects of light on a scene rather than solid and 
literal representation of itsprovided the main interest. 
l 
There is only one other specific aspect of Stanfield's general work 
which touches on his theatre practice and thus justifies brief 
mention here; this is his employment and painting of figures. 
One of the manifestations of the fashion for the studied picturesque 
was-a general, almost theatrical, predeliction for works peopled 
with figures in detailed, "appropriate" and brightly coloured costume; 
this particularly applied when a picture sprang from the antiquarian 
fascinations of history, or appealed to the taste for quaint 
domesticity or an exotic foreign subjectj(in which last category one 
can class Eastlake's brigands. ) Though the landscape or seascape* 
itself was always Stanfield's first interest, the carefully planned 
figure groupings which he put into much of his work show the extent to 
which he was in the widest sense a°dramatic"artist, and of his time in 
catering to the fashion for an overt human interest in landscape painting. 
Nineteenth century scenery was frequently populated with painted 
extras to supplement the live ones on stage and though there is no 
1. J. C. Horsley, Recollections of a Royal Academician, (London 1903), 
p, 241. - 
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evidence that this was directly due to Stanfield Ia influence, it 
is of some note that he was credited with the introduction of figures, 
sometimes to excess, in panoramic scenery. 
1 This itself shows an 
easel influence in that Stanfield was far from a naturally gifted figure 
painter; the more deliberate his efforts are in this area the 
less interesting-they become. In major works this is frequently 
offset by the drama of the general grouping; looking for example 
at the foreground action of St Sebastian it is possible to envisage 
the probable effect of Napoleon's army crossing the Alps in the 
1830 diorama, or troops crossing a bridge in that for Macready in 
1837,2 but when one comes down to individual figures the studied 
treattxnt tends to become obvious. 
'Macbeth and the Witches', (pl. 60), Stanfield's one big Shakespearean 
work and one in which some sort of dram would have been appropriate, 
is a masterpiece of immobility in the dramatis personae and hardly 
better in terms of overall atmosphere; it would however, chopped up 
into a cloth, cut and profile pieces, make a useful setting. 
Even Stanfield's briefer figure sketches , 
(pl. 61)2 are not of tea 
saved from the wooden, Swiss doll, quality found in more complete 
work and his portraits, of which a number exist of friends and family, 
show perhaps above all an inability to render more than superficial 
appearances, even of those he knew best. 
The one or two instances where he succeeds rather better are most 
interestingly where an element of caricature creeps in. A rather 
cryptic self-portrait, with a studiously nonchalant boatman, 
drifting down the Moselle in 1836, bas some of this quality (p1.61) 
as does an idle and moustachioed Turk in the Garrick Club's Ancona ,' 
(p1.71). ' The two best pieces seen in this line present a theatrical 
and social interest rather than a purely artistic-one. One is the 
swift,, crude but lively scrawl of John Forster making his climactic 
entrance as Charles in Dickens' production of The Elder Brother, (p1.63). 
1. Literary Gazette, 3rd Jan. 1829, p. 12. 
2. See Ch. 4 p. 155 , Ch. 7 p. 241. 
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The other is the watercolour Stanfield made for himself of Dickens 
as Jonson's Captain Bobadil, (pl. 64); though the drawing of features 
is no better here than in most of his figure work, the overall 
humour and the skill in the props and costume produce a spirit not 
seen elsewhere in his portraiture. 
6.3. Scenic Kork. 
Having isolated some of Stanfield's general virtues and vices we 
may attempt to relate these to his scenic work and to produce such 
independent evidence as exists of his theatrical methods. 
The one quality to a greater or lesser degree lacking in all 
Stanfield's easel work, is a capacity to make paint concentrate and 
radiate light. On the Dogger Bank for example, splendid in isolation, 
has recently (1978) been rehung alongside three Venetian Turners, 
(p1.55); under natural light the contest is quite unequal and kills 
Stanfield's best efforts completely. It is however remarkable the 
degree to which Stanfield's oils in particular come alive when exposed 
to aspowerful artificial light which can simply make a_Turner overpowering, 
or destroy its translucency completely. Neither of these observations 
are more than personal but in a theatrical context they raise the 
question of how much Stanfield's easel work was conditioned by scenic 
practice under the penetrating flare of gas lighting. 
Stanfield's generation was of course the first to be faced with gas 
and it is important in considering any visual aspect of their theatre 
to remember this; for however fine individual scenic talents may 
have been in the absolute sense, the ecstatic reactions to scenery, 
the interest in it and indeed its sudden improvement from around 1820, 
were in great part a direct consequence of a simple fact, namely that 
the audience could for the first time really see the work. A critic 
in 1837 noticing a new example of the now rather old-fashioned 
circular panoramas, showed a rare flash of objectivity on this point; 
compared to Daguerre's Diorama "and the moving pictures exhibited on 
the stage: by Stanfield, it is certainly ineffective", be wrote, 
but then it mast be candidly allowed, that the first 
--of these dioramas owes no small portion of its 
effect to the peculiarity of. its mechanical 
ýM 
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construction, while the second borrows half its 
brilliance from the circumstance of its being seen 
by gas-light. "1 
Gas was the nineteenth century stage-'s greatest technical advance 
until the arrival of electricity, but its advantages were not unalloyed. 
Arranged in battens and ladders with fish-tail burners and fairly 
simple reflectors, its powerful general illumination reacted best on 
boldly painted effects such as sunrise, noon, sunset and moonlight. 
2 
Intermediate subtleties rarely worked, if only because the crudity 
of early gas equipment and technical inexperience were for many years 
dominant factors in the new lighting; contemporary criticism abounds 
with references either to the all-pervading glare which rose unnaturally 
from footlights and ground rows or, at the other extreme, to complaints 
of obscurity. and unevenness. Durinf Macready's managements, he with 
Serie and Stanfield experimented with. a more natural top-lit 
illumination and with early limelight, but no sudden general advance 
seems to have resulted from these innovations. 
3 
The brightness and colour quality of gas-light bad great consequences 
for scene-painting; of these the ultimate was that demands for the 
ever increasing realism which it encouraged, helped banish the whole 
tradition of "one-surface", painted-perspective scenery in favour 
of solidly modelled "built work", a transition which provoked great 
debate in the 1870's and 1880's. Around 1830 however, the occasional 
suggestions for such a change were quickly dismissed, if only because 
of the pictorial bias of the age, the convenience of the one-surface 
system and the brilliance with which its young practitioners were 
developing it. To create an illusion of three dimensional reality 
on the receding planes of two dimensional scenery required, especially 
under the all-revealing gas, a mastery of all the arts of firm 
composition, drawing änd colour handling of which Stanfield's 
easel work shows him to have been capable ; it is no 
1. Court Magazine, March 1837, p. 150, on Burford's Panorama of Mont 
. 
Blanc, Leicester Square. 
2, W. L. Telbin, Art in the Theatre; Scenery, in The Magazine of Art, 
vol. xii, (18; -97-, P. 95. 
3. Downer, Eminent Tragedian, p. 207; Macready Diaries, vol. 1,14th Dec. 
1837,15th Jan. 1838. Macready rejected lime-light due to its cost 
in 1838; but was using it again in 1839; see Ch. 7, p. 242. 
4. see e. g., Ritchie versus'Stanfield, in Library of the Fine Arts, 
vol. ii, Dec. 1831, p. 377. 
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surprise to find that he was a staunch upholder of the painterly 
one-surface system. William Beverly, who knew him and was of the same 
persuasion, reported Stanfield's reaction on being brought modelled 
columns to paint; they were sent back with the injunction "Bring 
them to me flat; it is my business to make them look round. "' 
Bearing this background in mind we may attempt to describe some of 
his scenic capacities. 
Stanfield's earliest known sketches show that he was not an 
instinctive perspective draughtsman but he appears quickly to have 
developed a "ready and judicious taste for composition". A 
theatrical idea, if only by long practice, seems swiftly to have 
presented visual images to his mind; Dickens on mentioning his proposal 
to do The Lighthouse in 1855, reeeived an immediate suggestion for a 
drop showing "the outside or the lighthouse with a raging sea and a 
transparent 5. e. practicable light"2 a conception which from the 
result appears to have remained unaltered (p1.65). The process 
indeed sometimes worked in reverse, when it was Stanfield who, having 
a scenic, idea, managed to persuade an author to produce a dramatic 
justification for it, as was the case when he suggested the writing 
of The Devil's Elixir to Fitzball. 
3 
An in the more spontaneous examples of his non-theatrical work, 
Stanfield's few surviving scenic sketches show some of the broad 
effects which swift thinking encouraged. One cannot derive a great 
deal from the two Edinburgh designs mentioned in Chapter 2 (pls. 11-2). 
or from the preliminary sketches made in connection with the Windsor 
diorama of 1829 (pis. 40-3), but the fo=er are certainly practical 
ideas and the latter, despite their small size take impressive 
viewpoints. More interesting perhaps, is a very loosely worked 
Oriental watercolour, claimed by Donald Oenslager to be a pantomime 
design from the mid-1820's'(pl. 67); though this identification is 
questionable on the grounds that there is no evidence of the scene 
being used, the piece is undoubtedly by Stanfield and of a subject 
which justifies the theatrical attribution. The overall idea is bold, 
oolourful, suggestive and made up of elements ( the palanquin 
1. George Tweddell, Scene-Fainters of the Past (pt. 2) in The Era, 
11th July 1908. 
2. Walter Dexter (ed. ).,, The Letters of Charles Dickens (3 vols., 
Nonesuch ed.; London 1938), vol. 2, p. 664, 
3. Fitzball, Thirty-Five Years, vol. 1, p. 167. 
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procession for example) which while they have no detailed form are 
quite clear in their intention. As Ruskin noted, it is not the sort 
of work to which one might have thought Stanfield disposed by 
looking only at his painstaking Academy pictures. 
A similar effect, worked this time in oil rather than transparent 
watercolour, can be seen in his sketch for Agincourt in Macready's 
Hey V, (pl. 68) in which the foreground detail, so suggestive of 
wreckage and dead horses, is no more than a series of fast blotches. 
The rolling smoke also shows a quite typical Stanfield technique of 
working-up a telling sky form over only part of a coloured base, 
in this case the brown of the paper used. 
1 
B. R. Haydon's dictum that "A minter in large when he paints small 
compresses his knowledge but a painter in small when he paints large 
extends his ignorance"? is usually held up as a reason why scene- 
painters can relatively easily become easel artists rather than 
vice-versa, but it can also apply to the problems of enlarging such 
freely sketched designs onto the stage; "where the execution of 
the wings must be as strong and positive on each side, as the fore- 
ground of the plots, where equal labour is bestowed on every detached 
local object. "3 
However°rapidly Stanfield dashed in the outlines of his scenes on 
canvas, it was evidently done with a very clear idea of the detailed 
formä'he'required. This is indicated in the excellent account of 
his method given by another scene-painter, who examined his work in 
detail. The young Soot William Leitch, a follower of Roberts and 
Nasmyth, ran into artistic problems while working at the Queen's 
Theatre, Tottenham St., in about 1830; a colleague took him over to 
Drury Lane, where 
"I inquired... if it was possible to get a sight 
of any of Clarkson St. ant'ield's work, as I 
desired so much to see it in daylight. He 
thought it could be managed, and soon two men 
came and pulled out the half of a 'flat'. I 
1. see also Ch. 7, P. 245 
2. ' Tweddell, Scene Painters (pt.. 2)* 
3. Stanfield A. R. A., p. 410. 
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was astonished. Instead of the great brilliancy 
I bad expected, I found it quite the opposite. 
The scene was Venetian and of course there was a 
good deal of warm local colour; but everything 
was done with great delicacy. There was in 
truth a tenderness and chastity of colour 
throughout that quite enchanted me. Another 
side wing was then brought out, and it proved 
equally interesting. It was part of a fisherman's 
cottage, and there was a group of oars, masts, 
tackle, baskets and blocks, beautifully painted, 
and in the same delightfully chaste manner. What 
first struck we was the absence of that offensive 
strong yellow which is so common in the workct 
scene-painters. Another thing arrested zur 
attention. At the bottom of the wing, on the 
left hand side, a small portion of the priming of 
the canvas was bare and I saw how carefully the 
drawing of all the objects had been made out upon 
it. The details of the baskets were expressed in the 
most charming way, and so clear and firm that the 
markings still showed through, after a couch of 
semi-opaque colour had been passed over them. I 
observed that all the positive shadows were put in 
with transparent colours, while the great masses 
of half-tint were laid in with half-opaque tints, 
and the lights, of course, solid and firm. I was 
greatly excited by what I saw, and felt as'ifýI - 
bad hitherto been working in some confined darkl 
place and that I was now coming into the light. 
Apart from its testimony to his careful drawing, the account provides 
some'clues on Stanfield's handling of paint and colour, not least the 
implied confirmation that the impact of his painting was directly 
related to the effect of gas light on it; it also shows us that 
Stanfield's use of the largely opaque scene-paint appears to have 
been sufficiently thin to give it some real transparency. 
The apparently straightforward principles and processes which Leitch 
describes found a reflection in S tanfield's oil method; here he 
also"'Painted at once and to the point", finding that "no glazing 
and less scumbling my tend to show what powerful effects may be 
at once attained and much valuable time saved..: "2 and'it-is likely 
1. " McGeorge, Leitch, PP. 43-5. 
2.: Roberts to D. R. Hay, 24th Feb. 18k5, (National Lib., Scotland). In 
glazing a transparent paint layer modifies the layer beneath; soumbling 
modifies the underpdinting by rough-working a drier, more opaque colour 
over it. For details of the standard scene-painting process, see 





that this direct approach contributed to the faults found in his 
easel work by contemporary reviewers. Seas and skies in early 
wörk like Mount St Michael attracted criticisms of a hard chilliness 
and paint laid on too thinly, as if the artist expected transparent 
oil to produce the immediate strong effect of tempera without a 
good foundation) At the other extreme the more solid the oil 
colour he used the more he was accused of employing it too much 
like scene-paint and failing to produce a natural radiance save 
when aided by artificial. light; "Of Stanfield's style in general; 
said his critic of 1834 su mming up these deficiencies "we may say 
his oil pictures are scenes, and his scenes, pictures. "2 
The aspect of Stanfield's easel works which perhaps reflects most 
on what they owed to a realistic scenic technique is his means of 
creating depth without the use of "aerial ? ersrectio , that is the 
tendency of distant objects and horizons to merge into the atmospheric 
haze. The use of such atmospheric perspective was an effect greatly 
admired in Turner and its absence correspondingly remarked on in 
artists like Stanfield who tackled a similar class of subject. 
Stanfield however was probably well aware, in his scenery at least, 
of the°likely effect of a Turneresque haze even if it had been his 
aim to'paint such, namely that artificial light would have flattened 
its subtleties into formless glare. 
3 His method by contrast was to 
maintain the clarity of drawing and individuality in all parts of 
his painting and to create the most distant prospects by allowing 
objects to recede and diminish in contrasting line and colour, 
without any loss of realistio solidity. It is thus not only the 
picturesque surface arrangements of S tanfield's work which render 
it scenic but the way that the elements are related in depth; in 
many of his pictures each object, group or plane is sufficiently 
distint for the composition to be almost literally divided into 
scenic pieces and arranged on a stage. 
While'this treatment is, to a degree apparent in all Stanfield's 
msjor4work its basically stagey quality is clearest in his lesser 
1. Library of the Fine -Arts , vol. i, March 1831, p. 167. 
2. Stanfield A. R. A., p. 409. 
3. Many of Turner's more solid pictures were however copied as 
act-drops, see W. L. Telbin, Scene in Ma (1889), pP95-6. Cf., Ch. 5, pp. 123-' and note to pl: . 
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" attempts. The almost entirely fanciful Port of Ancona which he 
presented to the Garrick Club in 1847 is a good example, (pl. 71). 
It appears to have been done at some speed and in an overtly scenic manner. 
For although nearly the same size as the Victory or St. Sebastian, 
it has none of their polished exactitude ; even allowing for its 
very poor condition, it shows set-piece qualities,, apparently 
scenic materials and rather coarse detail which put it closer in 
method to the Lighthouse drop than to any of Stanfield's exhibited 
oil work. Similar scene-like examples can be found elsewhere, such 
as a watercolour fancifully based on a view of Tivoli (p1.72), 
which in miniature shows almost exactly the techniques described 
by Leitch - the broad masses of half-opaque tint, dark-glazed shadows 
and relief created by splashes of pure, solid colour in the details 
of the foreground. 
Stanfield worked at speed and sometimes too fast for his own peace 
of mind; Cowell, as we have noted, considered his practice to be 
like John Grieve's - splashing away with a brush in each hand - and 
Dickens, who saw him at work when so rheumatic that he had to be 
held up to the canvas by assistants, wrote that even then he was 
"splashing himself from head to foot". 1 The last thing the stage 
required or requires is minute brushwork and the Lighthouse drop is 
sufficient to show that however detailed Stanfield's conception, his 
execution was free and fast; that piece, with the other scenery for 
the play, was completed in a couple of mornings .2 
It then his gallery oils were like his scenes in overall effect, we 
may perhaps look not only to the Lighthouse drop but to lesser and 
rougher easel works like the Ancona or Tivoli capriccio to show us, 
in little, something of the finish of his scenery at close quarters. 
.. 4 
Bearing the various examples in mind and making allowance for subject 
matter, we may look for comparison and conclusion at one review of a 
famous Stanfield production. 
1. " Dickens' Letters, (Nonesuch ed. ), vol. 2, pp. 814-5; preparations 
for The Frozen Deep, 1856, (see-Appendix 17(P). ) 
2. Join Forster, Life of Charles Dickens, (2 vols., Evecyman ed.; 1969), 
vol. 2, p. 430. 
f 
226. 
Macready's Acis and Galatea in February 1842 is well known for its 
general beauty and mechanical effects, of which the sophisticated 
"rolling wave" washing the beach in the first scene was the most 
notable. It was however on the painting of the second scene, on 
which John Forster in The Examiner dwelt in a special review of the 
production's visual aspects; 
"It was a view from a vineyard looking into a 
a valley. On the left was a vista of white 
columns, through which ran the trellised and 
intertwisted vine; below was the rich valley 
of which dark tints visible bad the remote 
and shady luxury of Poussin's pencil; while, 
with Mount Etna in the silvery distance, there 
lay a quiet blue sea beyond the valley, steeped 
in such heavenly purity of air above it, as 
this great artist alone achieves. In scene- 
painting, as in his works in oil, how 
exquisite is the perspicuity and finish - with 
what individual truth and force is every object 
given. There is no blur or indistinctness 
anywhere, no mystifying by the aid of cloud or 
fog, nothing of what the best artists are too 
apt to fudge and scumble on the canvass by way 
of filling up.. The local hues melt into more 
general masses. of colour through that fresh and 
sunny distance, but all things keep their place 
in natural graduations of size, and still are 
visible far as the eye can reach, glowing, 
golden and harmonious. Other scene-painting 
is tame to this. The best is mere hand work. 
The cleverest is but a smooth surface whose 
impression slides off from the eye. This leaves 
a sting behind it; a sharpness of enjoyment 
that survives. If it were the real moving mass 
of living beauty that it pictures, it could 
hardly, affect us more. " 1 
6.4. A footnote on scenic colour, 
What other qualities apart from clarity and composition made 
Stanfield excel his contemporaries is not easy to define but a 
commend of scenic colour was almost certainly among them. This was 
the one point on which he consistently beat Roberts, who while 
probably . the. finer draughtsman was criticised both in his scenic and 
oil work for unpleasant colour - specifically the bard yellowish 
1. op. cit., 19th Feb. 1842. 
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"brickdu$t" which Stanfield managed to avoid. 
1 Interestingly,. 
though perhaps only coincidentally this yellow tone is the predominant 
colour of Roberts' only known stage design (p1.73), which while 
showing a skilled architectural perspective is painted mainly in 
tones of grey and ochre. How Stanfield avoided his rivals colour 
problem is not clear; in his later career he may have used his 
position to obtain better colours than were permitted lesser mortals 
but this is speculation based on his known easel practice of always 
2 
using the best materials available. 
Part of his skill, on which we have some slight information was 
evidently a clear understanding of his pigments and the nature of 
gaslight. Gas burnt with a flame tending to yellow-green; the 
result was that reds and yellows were reinforced, while light blue 
(as in moonlight scenes) tended to go pea-green at low levels of 
illumination. Dark blue unless carefully handled was indistinguishable 
from black. 
4 
We are told that Stanfield's method : ol,, avoiding 
the black-blue contusion 
was to take the former out of his palette as a shading colour, since 
it also impoverished the reds and yellows; instead, "all his shadows 
were deeply browned, whereby the richer colours were enriched, while 
blue, placed in direct and violent contrast, from position gained 
what it by nature was deficient in. " 
5 
The Lighthouse drop, which uses a good deal of black outline drawing, 
also includes rich brown detail in the foreground wreckage, (p1.66); 
it is however hardly a representative piece. More valuable perhaps 
are instances in some of the easel work we have mentioned, where the 
blue highlight technique is easily apparent; the Frigate in a Storm 
for example (p1.30), with a brown and black sky and green sea, has 
a horizon of pure ultramarine, while the same colour picks out parts 
1. Tweddell, Scene Painters (pt. 2); Litera Gazette review of Roberts, 
Little Red Riding Hood, (CG, 26th Dec. 1828), 3rd Jan. 1829, p. 12. 
2. R. C. Leslie, With C. R. Leslie, p. 360. 
3. 
t 
am obliged to Christopher Baugh for, advice on this subject. 
4. C. H. Shattuck, William Charles Macready's King John, (Urbana, Iii., 1962), 
p. 13,. oiting John Bull; Library of the Fine Arts, vol. iv, Oct. 1832, p. 6k. 
5. Shattuck,, loc. cit. 
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of the figures in the Tivoli watercolour. 
This small area apart, the question of Stanfield's general scenic 
colour cannot be pursued with such evidence as survives. If Leitch's 
account and the Lighthouse drop are any indication, we might guess 
that he counteracted the power and tint of gas by strengthening blue- 
and brown-grey " tones in his colour masses to a point where they 
appear dull and slatey by daylight; Leitch, himself a scene-painter, 
was nonetheless surprised to find how muted Stanfield's work appeared 
off-stage and the drop merely confirms the impression. 
Deprived of its setting and lighting it is not easy to recognise 
in it the "exquisite picture (for such it is, and not a mere 
'ordinary scene)", which Henry Morley saw at a performance of The 
Lighthouse in 1855.1 Certainly the overall breadth of composition 
iras been destroyed by the cutting-down to which Dickens had to 
subject it in order to keep it as a domestic picture; in particular, 
a 'great cloud mass to the right has been removed, to the detriment 
'of the whole. 
2 As the piece now stands it attracts barely-a'second 
glance save from the specialist, to whom its unique preservation 
pleads excuse for any deficiencies. 
,. 
J., -Henry Morley, Journal of a London-Playgoer, (London 1866), p. 121. 
+2. See illiuatrated'Londoa'News, 21st July 1855, P"76, for engraving 
of e op. 
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CEAPR 7 
EXIT NR STANFIELD R. A. 
"Stanfield who long has charmed our'eyes 
"Goes where an artist's glory calls; 
Play-going people mourn his rise 
While nightly they enjoy his falls. 
But since he seeks Fame's higher goal 
His friends hail his resolve to leave, 
And tell the players to console, 1 Not to lament but turn to Grieve. 
7.1. Easel work versus the Stage; Stanfield's withdrawal from 
Drury Lane 1829-34. 
Mazy Londoners in 1829 must have experienced some sensation of 
recognition when on the Academy wall in May, they saw Mr Sirnpson's 
portrait of a frank-faced and handsome young man and on consulting 
their catalogue for no. 359, recognised in-it the likeness of 
"Clarkson Stanfield Esq", whose- name so regularly leapt out at them 
from fly-posted walls and the dramatic columns of the papers, (p1.74). 
Mr Stanfield, President of the Society of, British Artists for that 
year was a- maºn of fast-growing reputation. 
In 1827, to be closer to his commitments he had moved out of Lambeth 
and into rooms under his friend Etty's, on the river at l4+ Buckingham St., 
Strand; here on 1st May 1828 his son, future pupil and assistant 
George was born. James, born in 1830 was next in what was to be a 
large family. 
2 Another addition to the strength about this time and 
one appropriate for Stanfield's particular needs, was his servant 
Thomas Drury, whose functions as a retainer appear to have included 
studio and scene-room assistance; he, like his master was an ex-seaman. 
1828 which began auspiciously with the success of the Wreckers, 
brought disaster in July. Stanfield's sometimes dramatic anxieties 
over his, health were not based on mere bypoQhondria; after about 
1840 sickness was his constant companion and in the last ten years 
of his life he was increasingly immobilised by his bad leg and severe 
rheunatism. No doubt the rigours of sea life and the theatre lay at 
the root of the problems which plagued his later years, of which one 
1. "On Stanfield's ceasing and Grieve continuing to paint Theatrical 
Scenery", (1832), cited in Lawrence, Bristol Notebooks, vol. 2, p. 567; 
"falls 
. 
refers to Stanfieldts "Niagara" diorama, Christmas ; 1831. 
2. See Appendix VI(C). 
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of the more chronic was chest trouble. This first struck, apparently 
as pleurisy, in July 1828 while he was on his way to Germany with 
one of the Rodwells. 
Having left England feeling slightly off-colour,, he was taken 
-seriously ill at Cassel and had to be returned in a specially 
hired carriage to Calais. Here and subsequently at Boulogne he 
was treated to three weeks of bed, leeches and blisters before 
returning to England in August, much recovered but with nothing to 
show for the time and " mane y was ted1. 
It was perhaps this costly experience which the following year 
prompted a more modest tour in England and saw him struggling 
through September gales around Cornwall and south Devon; Iand's End 
he found a "Terrifick Coast" and he spent much time working at 
Mount St. Michael preparing for a commission which he may already 
have received from a Mr Parrott. 
2 Executed "with the wildly romantic 
effect for which this artist is so distinguished"3 thi. large Mount St. 
Mictael'Was hung at the Academy in 1830 where it proved to be the 
key to Stanfield's future course, 
The first consequence of its appearance was a row and a threat of 
financial disaster. Stanfield, through working on it had failed to 
send anything to the British Artists' exhibition of 1830. This 
caused offence in that body, to whicI t was clear that Mount St. Michael 
was a bid for Academy membership; it was distinctly against 
convention to attempt such a move while remaining a member of the 
Society and for the immediate past president to do such a thing 
made it worse. Stanfield's resignation from the British Artists 
in June settled the natter by committing him irrevocably to Academic 
aspirations; but it also cost him dear since the withdrawal involved 
unavoidable financial liabilities to Suffolk St. 
4 
On top of this 
burden Mr Parrott refused to accept the vital picture and after 
considerable trouble the artist only managed to sell it through the 
1. CS. t'o Rebecca Stanfield, 17th July - 8th August 1828, (4 letters). 
2. CS, to Rebecca Stanfield, 11th September 1829. 
3. Gen., May 1830, p. 447. The picture is now in the National Gallery 
of Victoria, Melbourne. -- 
4. Hubbard, R. S. B. A., PP. 27-8. 
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British Institution the following year. 
l 
This difficult situation was indirectly saved by the new king; 
William IV was no connoisseur but while making the first visit 
of his reign to his Academy in 1830 the stormy sea and sky of the 
contentious picture "riveted the admiration" of his seaman's 
eye; 2 he shortly afterwards gave Stanfield the first two royal 
commissions of the reign, for views of Portsmouth and Plymouth. 
His Majesty was greatly pleased with the first of these when Stanfield 
brought it to him in the autumn of 1831, though by then'the co a" nd 
for a Plymouth view bad been changed for the royal command to paint 
the king's opening of New London Bridge; 3 this bad taken place on 
let August 1831 with both Stanfield and E. W. C ooke hotly engaprd on 
the basic sketching. 
Whereas the Portsmouth work had passed with little public comment, 
Stanfield's employment to portray a national event provoked another 
row. A scathing letter in The reported that "the members of 
the Royal Academy are very angry that the King has presumed to 
select... any artist whom they have not previously sanctioned by 
admission to their body" and pens were taken up elsewhere to defend 
the royal choice. The Examiner expressed the general view that 
the only reasonable alternatives to Stanfield would have been 
Turner or Callootts that the former was too unpredictable for such 
work and that the latter was no match for Stanfield in a bustling 
scene. 5 
Whether the Academy was as insulted as claimed is debatable but 
Stanfield was so far making no headway in his moves for election. 
His name had gone forward unsuccessfully for the ballot for A. R. A. 's 
in*November 1830 and the following year he was again defeated, ten 
votes to seven, by Wyon the medallist. 
6 
1., CS to iJ, 6th July 1830, (Z! 4); Library of the Fine Arts, vol. i, 
, ý' 
June, 1 31, p. 1147. 
2. ° Whitley, Art in England (1930), p. 208" 
3.: George Adcock to his mother, 12th Sept-. 18 31. 
$. 2nd Jan. 1832; the letter was signed "Alpha". 
, 
5, op. cit., 8th Jan. 1832. 
6. Whitley, op. cit., pp. 205,226. 
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In despair he wrote to Etty, his principal champion among the 
Academicians; 
"That I have many friends in the Academy I have 
no doubt, but that their patience has been fully 
tried in my behalf is a fact you must be perfectly 
aware of, and I think it would be quite unfair 
in me to tax their friendship in so hopeless a 
case as mine. Years are no trifles in mans life 
postponements, for weeks or months may be born 
but years expecting ending in disappointment 'is 
too wearing to the mind and harassing to the 
feelings. The heart sickens under it'. That 
everything has been done that friendship could 
do I am quite aware and I most sincerely and 
gratefully thank you for it, but self esteem (call 
it conceit if you like) will not let me remain 
longer knocking at the door even of the Academy. 
Again thanking you most cordially for the kind 
1 interest you have always shown in my behalf.... 
With his other successes however this mood could not last; for 
. theatre fame apart, the royal commissions had brought in their train 
,, further interest from the aristocracy. This included the prestigious 
patronage of Lord Lansdowne (President of the Council) who ordered 
a series of Venetian views, the first of many commissions for 
. 
Bowood House. It is also obvious that however huffed the Academy 
might really have been over the king favouring a non-Academician, 
the impropriety would have been even greater if his undoubtedly 
meritorious protege had long been excluded from Somerset House. 
His Majesty having approved the sketch for The Opening of New London 
Bridge, the finished work was hung at the Academy in 1832 and as a 
colourful and unpretentious record of a rather difficult subject was 
generally admired. On 1st November Stanfield defeated Henry Bone the 
miniaturist by twenty votes to six and was elected Associate of the 
2 Royal Academy. 
Amid the congratulations, the prejudices of the time instantly 
. 
betrayed themselves in a general assumption that Stanfield would 
now give up theatre painting; a humorous verse appeared to that effect3 
and The Examiner which though an admirer of its quality, never 
, approved. the dominance of Stanfield's art over true pantomime, took 
pleasure in imagining how his retirement would deprive the Academy of 
the pleasure of being able to boast a member "who can paint an acre 
1. `Hubbard R. S. B. A., p. 28, oiting CS to Etty, 8th Nov. 1831. 
2. R. A. General Assembly minutes, lat 1ov. 1832. 
3. That given at the start of this chapter. 
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of canvas without violation of nature or taste. "1 
Wherever this rumour of retirement came from it was unlikely to 
have been directly from the Academy, who in finally electing Stanfield 
were tacitly approving. his achievement as the 'regenerator of English 
scenic excellence; Stanfield for his part being arguably the most 
famous scene-painter "ver to be elected to the Academy and the 
first since William Hodges in 1789, had no intention of precipitately 
abandoning the advantages of his position. As has been noted, his 
extraordinary eminence brought equally extraordinary publicity, 
which if not always welcome had as concomitant a regular income; 
this he was far too cautious to forego until his easel prospects 
were secure and the recent history of the Mount St. Michael told 
a cautionary tale on that score. 
We should also not underestimate his pleasure, at this point, in 
his theatrical work and associations; the latter were to an extent 
even becoming marginally more respectable in a social sense. The 
Garrick Club, for example, had been formed in 1831 with "the 
regeneration of the drama" among its aims; though not always 
sedate, the Club was constituted as a respectable focus for 
gentlemen and players and as such represented a stabilising social 
advance in the dramatic community. It added both enjoyment and a 
certain tone to theatrical allegiance; Stanfield and Roberts were 
among its first and longest standing members, each serving creditably 
on its committee over the years and marking their pleasure in the 
association by presenting major works to the Club. 
2 Stanfield's 
growing eminence also led to his election to the even more exclusive 
Athenaeum in 1832.3 
As to his enjoyment in the processes of his scenic work, the best 
indications derive from Dickens' notes of their amateur collaborations 
1. op. cit., 30th Dec. 1832. 
2. °' Roberts, Life, p. 38; Stanfield was accepted as a founder member 
-12th Cot. 1831, see Club Committee minutes of that date. For the 
Club pictures see notes to p1.71. 
3. -, Under a rule which provides 
"for the introduction oaf a limited 
number of persons of distinguished eminence in science, literature 
or the, arts... 
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between 1845 and 1856; glimpses of an elderly Stanfield hanging 
precariously out of windows to measure possibilities, coercing 
gasmen with his indispensible umbrella, model-making, "bent on 
desperate effects, and... up to his eyes in distemper colours" 
1 
or hurling salt across the stage to aid the realism of the storm 
effects in The Lighthouse, 
2 
all suggest an enthusiasm which 
Dickens was well qualified to confirm; 
"His interest in the Theatre as an Institution 
- the best picturesqueness of which may be said 
to be wholly due to him - was faithful. to the 
last. His belief in a Play, his delight in one, 
the ease with which it moved him to tears or to 
laughter, were most remarkable evidences of the 
heart he must have put into his old theatrical 
work, and of the thorough purpose and sincerity 
with which it mast have been done. "3 
But whatever the pleasures and advantages of Stanfield's position 
around 1832, the factors which would force him to change it were 
already present and multiplying. As far back as 1830 he had 
written to his wife from Italy "about Drury Lane, wither they 
have engaged another Painter, who it is andfwither think I ought 
to be quite off with them", and by 1833 any such feelings of 
exasperation with the management were being reinforced by sheer 
pressure of work. 
Bunn as we have seen was a firm manager whose increasingly regular 
emphasis on the spectacular must have been proportionately more 
unwelcome to Stanfield as his other commitments grew. All night 
sessions at Drury Lane under a manager for whom he had little personal 
sympathy and who considered his work an expensive necessity must 
have seemed progressively less reasonable, even accepting that Bunn 
would have saved such insinuations as calling him "a spoiled but 
favourite-child" for private ears. 
5 
The conflict of interests can be seen in some of the events of 1833" 
With, his first of Lord Iansdowne's Venetian pictures on the Academy 
1. ; Dickens to Frank Stone, 29th May 1855, in Letters, (Nonesuch ed. ), 
1vo1.2, p. 665- 
2. F. D. Fawcett, Dickens the Dramatist, (London 1952), p. 156, oiting 
Charles Dickens Jnr. 
3. 'Dickens,, The Late Mr Stanfield, in All The Year Round, 1st June 1867, 
p"537. 
4. CS to Rebecca Stanfield, 5th Oct. 1830. 
5. Bunn, The 3taM, vol. 1, p. 224. 
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wall, the next in contemplation, and twenty-one drawings to be 
completed for Heatbas Picturesque Annual for 1834,1 Stanfield, in 
Julys engaged with John Murray to illustrate an eight volume 
edition of the life and poems of George Crabbe; he undertook 
"to direct my research after the most available 
and Picturesque points to be illustrated and I 
only now wit for the closing of the Academy to 
start immediatelly... I see no difficulty whatever 
in having all the drawings finished by the latter 
end of SeptfemberJ..: 2 
He was being hopelessly optimistic. 
In August his tranquillity was upset by "the death of a female 
relative"? at the start of December his preparations for Drury 
Lanes Christmas spectacle were interrupted by nine days d jury 
'service at Clerkenwell sessions, ("be Dd to it") and the strain 
began to tell; 
"Obliged to the there early and at the Theatre 
late, harrassed by bills of Indictment and Bills 
of the Play until my poor head has been in a 
state of bewilderment. "k 
As Christmas approached mere unease turned to mild illness and on 
8th February 1834, the day The Minister and The Mercer opened, he 
again-heard from Murray; 
"I hope you will not think me Shell-Fish if I 
remind you of my poor deserted Crabbe", chided 
the publisher, "We are at a stand still for 
want of some drawings for Frontispieces - we 
have not one to proceed with ..... Your best friends think that you are injuring 
your fortune - your art - your high rank and 
your Health, by the fatalism of your slavery 
to the stage. " 5 
Stanfield was beginning to have the same opinion; "My dear 
Mr Murray", he wrote three days later, 
"So fully convinced am I of the truth of your 
kind advice that I have come to the immediate 
determination of either quitting the Theatres 
1. Travelling Sketches on the Sea Cost of France, text by Leitch Ritchie. 
2. CSato John Murray Jnr., 10th July 1833, (Mr John Murray); see pls. 50, 
, -. 
51. See Stanfield in general bibliography for works illustrated by 
him. 
3. CS'to John Murray Jnr., n. d. Aug. 1833, (Mr John Murray). 
4. CS to Edward YdGrath, 6th Dec. 1833, (Hampstead Local History Coll., 
Swiss Cottage Lib. ). 
5. John Murray to CS, '8th Feb. 1834. 
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altogether, or enteringinto some other 
arrangement with the Manager so as to have 
sufficient cc and of my time to execute 
the commissions I have undertaken for to 
continue the slave I have hitherto been to 
them is out of all reason. 
Be assured that I will now proceed with 'Crabbe' 
and give my whole attention to its completion..: l 
That he could now seriously consider a full-time easel career is 
evident from some of the prices his work was fetching. An acquaintance, 
selling one of his drawings-in March 1834, pointed out in its favour 
the difficulty of obtaining such pieces "without paying a heavy sum... 
His charges for Oil pictures (if large) are to the tune of Hundreds, 
and Drawings seldom less than 25 Guineas. "2 These figures seem to 
be accurate; the contract he signed with Hodgson and Graves in 1836 
for Sketches on the Moselle, the Rhine and the Meuse, his best travel 
work, was for thirty drawings averaging 25 guineas each (750 gm", )3 
and for each of the ten works painted for Bowood from 1833 to 1845 
Lord Lansdowne raid him 500 guineas. 
4 
He is unlikely to have received much 
less from the Duchess of Sutherland for the five Italian pieces he 
began for her at Trentham Hall in about 1834. We do not know what 
he received for the huge Battle of Trafalgar which the United Service 
Club commissioned between 1833 and 1835 but it must have been nearly 
£1000, since that was the sum for which it was insured in 1840.5 
Before 1850 he was charging 1000 guinea fees. 
6 
At Christaas 1834 Bunn determined to repeat the success of St George 
and the Dragon, the Ducrow horse-spectacular of the preceding year. 
For this purpose he obtained from Isaac Pocock a magical and 
equestrian trifle called King Arthur and the Knights of the Round Table, 
with the bonus of a well-conceived suite of production designs which 
Pocock, himself an artist had prepared. Whether these were used is 
unknown, but they were eminently practical and allowed for easy 
1, CS to John Murray, 11th Feb. 1834, (Mr John Murray). 
2. Thomas Gosden to 5J, 3rd March 1834, (4, Dept. of Prints and 
Drawings, Anderdon Coll., vol. xi. ). 
3.. Signed contract, BL Add. M5.46140 f. 65- 
4. ' Reitlinger, Economics of Taste, vo1.1, p. 93. 
5. Club Committee minutes, 3rd Nov. 1840. 




Of its type the result quite genuinely appears to have been "one 
of-the most brilliant spectacles that ever graced the British 
Stage,, 2 and though the absence of a diorama seems to show where 
Stanfield had out down his commitments, his best style was discerned 
in much of the scenery. It turned out to be his last work as 
Drury Ian's principal painter. 
In'getting-up the production Bunn had engaged many of Ducrow's 
troupe but not Ducrow himself; it was only at the last moment and 
when all the scenery was done that he was finally persuaded to 
acme'down from Liverpool and conduct a major re-organisation of 
the staging, which inevitably ran counter to many of the effects 
that Stanfield had envisaged, 
3 S tanfield's response to such, 
literally, cavalier treatment may not have shown the proper 
subordination of the scenic artist to dramatic direction; but then 
Stanfield was no ordinary scenic artist. For the ensuing confrontation 
between a master of circus and a master of scenery, the opportunistic 
Bunn bad only himself to blame; his account of the outcome discredits 
na-one but its author. Stanfield he recorded, 
"had prepared, with great ingenuity, and at great 
labour a splendid scene, representing the Entry into 
the City of Carlisle IIL ; and when it was 
shown at the last rehearsal, Ducrow had thronged 
every part of it with knights. squires. pages, 
attendants, and all sorts of characters, to give 
life and animation to the scene. Mr Stanfield 
being of opinion that the scene had quite 'life 
and animation' enough in it, without any of 
= -Mr Ducrow's assistance, vowed he would leave the 
theatre unless the said scene was first discovered 
for the audience to gaze on and admire, and the 
multitude sent on afterwards. As this would 
altogether have marred the effect of the piece, 
and probably have acted as a wet blanket on its 
termination, it was too great a risk to run at 
the mere instigation of vanity; and as I sided 
in opinion with Ducrow the offended painter 
quitted the theatre. " 
1. For discussion of these see air article, The In enious Squire... 
Isaac Pocock in TN vol. xxxi, no. 2,, (1977 , pp. 12-8. 
2.. _, 27th Dec. 1834. 
3. ibid., 1st Jan. 1835. 
4. Bunn, The Stage, vol. 1, pp. 22k-5. 
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Stanfield had been at Drury Lane twelve years almost to the week 
and his sudden resolve to quit the domain of which he was scenio 
king perhaps surprised himself. Howeveras he enjoyed Lord Iansdowne's 
hospitality at Bowood while hanging his pictures there in mid-January, 
the world of Bunn and Ducrow must have seemed refreshingly distant. 
Murray bad already asked him to proceed to Oxford and Lichfield 
for sketches in connection with a new Life of Johnson and letters 
arriving at Bowood from the publisher doubtless strengthened his 
resolve to make permanent the divorce with what Bunn accurately 
called "the cradle of his reputation. ". 
1 
His withdrawal could hardly have been better timed; in March 1834 
private prophecy had marked him down for "the next vacancy which 
presents itself among the R. A. 's"2 and the deaths of Phillip Reinagle 
and Stotbard made an Academy election in February 1835 inevitable. 
When the vote was held on the 10th the results showed a question 
of precedence rather than doubt; Stanfield beat William Allan by 
twelve votes to eleven for Reinagle's place, Allan took Stothard's 
by eighteen to five against the next contender. 
3 
7.2. - Stanfield and Macready, personal and scenic consideration 1836-4q. 
If Stanfield's sudden retreat and elevation to full Academician had 
effectively silenced any covert sneerers at his connections with 
Bunn's theatre, his stage associations were not going to let him go 
so easily. Bonn's double management of the patent houses gave way 
at the end of the 1834-35 season and he threw his energies into 
Drury Dane alone; though he had the Grieves there with him he could 
not resist the. temptation, while stock lasted, occasionally to 
advertise scenery by "Mr STANFIEIa R. A. " until well into 1836.4 
Stanfield himself continued to receive theatrical offers. In 1833 
John Galt, a well-known but impoverished writer, had proposed to him 
"a dramatic exhibition suggested by your Panorama of Venice" and in 
1. ibid., p. 224. 
2. Thomas Gosden to 5J, ibid. 
3. Whitley, Art in Ragland, (1930), p. 291. 
4. e. g., -The Red Mask, 23rd May 1836. 
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1836 he wrote again sending a scenario, suggestively entitled 
"The Neophyte, A Babylonian Spectacle". ' Such eccentric delights 
Stanfield bad little trouble in declining. 
For old friends and respected associates in the Garrick Club the 
case was to alter. On 29th April 1836 at Drury Lane, William Charles 
Maeready, finally driven beyond endurance by the egregious Btiunz, came 
to blows with that worthy and consequently withdrew from the theatre. 
Minor in itself, the event further polarized the division between the 
fellow-travellers with Bunn's circus hegemony and those who saw in 
Macready the great champion, not only of a revitalised drama but 
also of the dignity of the Profession. Bunn ostentatiously prepared 
to sue; Macready, scarcely able to face himself let alone the 
friends and admiring public who closed ranks around him, took up 
an engagement kindly though not altruistically offered by Covent Garden. 
The unhappy tragedian Was already supported by the core of his unique 
advisory "cabinet", principally in the persons of John Forster and 
Serjeant Talfourd, with the latter shortly to do-battle for him in 
Bunn vs. Macready; both general principle and personal circumstances 
thus prompted Macready to begin rehearsing Ion, the modern tragedy 
which some time before he had encouraged Talfourd to write for him. 
It waa. to open on 26th May. 
Stanfield had known ? oready for years and we may imagine where his 
sympathies lay in the actor's situation. The latter was in no mood 
to ask favours of his friends and would have been the first to avoid 
reinvolving any of them in the profession which he himself so heartily 
desired. to quit. It was thus Talfourd, as anxious for his play as 
for supporting Macready's cause who approached Stanfield with what 
mast have been an eloquent appeal for a scene for Ion; if 
disappointing, the reply was not discouraging. 
"Let me assure you", wrote Stanfield on 19th May, 
"that had I been aware of your wish a week 
earlier I would most certainly have complied with 
it and painted the Scene you require, altho I am 
it. is my present determination to, keep, out of the' 
Theatres. But with such-an inducement and in such 
a cause, I should have been proud and happy to 
1. Galt to CS, 10th Jan. 1833 and 31st May 1836. 
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have lent my aid - no man has a higher sense of 
the worth and genius of Macready than myself and 
it would have been a pleasure hereafter to have 
said that my last scene was for him & Ion. 
Engagements over which I have now no control will 
take me out of town till Tuesday J-4thJleaving 
no possible time for me to get thro a scene altho 
I may your dinner..... " 1 
Ion therefore opened without Stanfield's aid, save at the celebratory 
dinner, where apart from the triumphant trio of Talfourd, Macready 
and his leading lady Ellen Tree, the company included Wordsworth, 
Iandor, "Barry Cornwall", Browning and Miss Mitford; the last 
had found Stanfield "Charming" on first meeting him a day or so 
before and was delighted to see him again so soon. 
2 
Dlaeready and Stanfield were increasingly in each others company 
the following year, when with Talfourd both sat on the Garrick Club 
committee, and it may have been clear to the actor that Stanfield's 
resolve to stay off the stage was less one of principle than a wish 
to avoid the compromising and unpleasant situations which had 
motivated his retirement. In June 1837 Pacready began negotiations 
to take over Covent"Garden and surrounded by his advisors, now 
including the young Charles Dickens, laid plans to assemble a company 
and a repertory. The season was to open on 30th October and an the 
23rd he steeled himself to ask Stanfield for a diorama for the 
Christmas pantomime. Stanfield hesitated, probably to consult his 
own advisors especially his wife, but by assenting two days later 
proved himself "what he is said to be and must be thought to be, the 
3 
very spirit of kindly feeling". 
Macready's foresight was impeccable, for by December his first season 
had, lost £3000 and desperately needed a successful Christmas show. 
k 
He and, the cabinet spent days over the intractable problems of 
Harlequin and Peeping Tom of Coventry and Macready took care to 
advertise Stanfield's assistance in terms which, while flattering, 
were so portentous that the delighted Bunn parodied them on his awn 
1., CS-to Talfourd, 19th May 1836, (Huntington Lib., Calif. ). 
2. A. G. L'Eatrange (ed. ), The Life of Marv Russell Mitford, (3 vols., 
London 1870), vol. 3, pp. 43,45; of. Macready Maries, vol. 1, 
. 26th May 1836. 
3. Macready, Diaries, vol. l, 25th Oct. 1837. 
4. J. R. Anderson, An Actor's Life, (London 1902), p. 68. 
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Drury Lane bills. 
The. success of Peeping Tom refilled the treasury and while the whole 
thing appears to have been creditable there is no doubt where, lit 
by Mr Gye's new limelight, the grand attraction lay. Writing of 
Stanfield's diorama of "Scenes at Home and Abroad. The Observer 
claimed that 
"Our stage has never yet beheld anything approaching 
this brilliant achievement of art. Its exhibition 
may occupy some twenty minutes; but, from its 
cccmiencement to its close, nothing is presented to 
the eye but an unbroken series of magnificent and 
finished pictures, perfect alike in their conception 
and execution... 1 
Beginning with the warm skies. and seas of the Gulf of Venice, the 
diorama carried the spectator over the plains of north Italy then 
high into the snowy moonlight of the Alps. Descending into Germany 
Stanfield introduced some of the subjects he was currently working 
up for his Sketches on the Moselle. *,,, Every stone in the cathedral 
of Huy was distinct and solid and by an inexplicable painted illusion 
troops appeared to march towards the audience over the town's old 
bridge, Le£pl. 75. ). Schloss Elz and the Hundsruck ridge, rich and 
mountainous, gave way to exquisite views on the Channel and finally, 
to the strains of "Rule Britannia" a first rate ship-of-the-line 
appeared, tacking its way down Channel by another manipulation of 
light on the diorama's surface. 
2 Billed as Stanfield's "LAST WMX" 
for the stage, it was even in Bunn's view "really beautiful"3 and 
having played to prolonged cheers received a unanimous verdict for 
its preservation "as long as the theatre stands". 
4 
Nothing-of the sort occurred of course, but neither was the work in 
any way Stanfield's last. As is well-known he provided Macready with 
dioramic'chorus "illustrations" to Henry V, the great finale of the 
latter's Covent Garden management in 1839, and three years later 
designed and painted the operatic Acis and Galatea for him at 
1. op. cit., 31st Dec. 1837. 
2. Reviews, (inc. Examiner, 30th Dec. 1837), with PB, 26th Dec. 1837, (TM). 
3. Bunn, The stage, vol. 2, p. 307. _ 




A detailed account of either of these would be superfluous, bearing 
in mind the attention they have received elsewhere, either as high 
points in Macready's biography or, closely allied to it, as milestones 
in the history of stage production. 
1 Aspects of Stanfield's work on 
each piece are mentioned at other points in this study; it my 
zuffice here briefly to underline the close collaboration over 
painted subject and spectacular mechanics by which "regular" drama 
was for the first time coherently enhanced. In Henry V Macready kept 
a close eye on Stanfield's ideas, in particular tactfully vetoing 
a, trick ship in the act III diorama as too pantomimic. 
2 Each of 
Starnfield's chorus illustrations, mounted it appears mid-stage, was 
revealed in a framework of clouds conducted by Vandenhoff playing 
"Time" as Chorus. In each case the clouds either closed to allow 
removal of the illustration before the next scene was revealed, oar 
the, illustration was itself drawn off to reveal its dramatic sequel. 
The former method was applied to the first, second and fifth acts; 
in act III the painted view of Harfleur "melted", probably by a 
gauze effect, into the upstage action while in act IV the absence 
of a diorama direction beyond the phrase "The scene opens and 
discovers... The English Camp.... ", may indicate a simple withdrawal 
of the cloth. The prompt book is full of lighting directions and 
if, the words "Light Lime" at the end of 17.3 are an indication, the 
general scenic splandour was again enhanced by Mr Gye's lighting 
or something similar, despite Macready's earlier objections to its 
expense. 
' A pre-production estimate of the total cost of Henry V, 
exclusive of the house's regular expenses, was £1000-£1500 of which 
the'scenery was thought likely to account for about half. 
4 
No less attention was lavished on Acis and Galatea which was 
considered'to be Stanfield's chef d'oeuvre of scenic realism and for 
5 
which he made the modest charge of 9200. Apart from the rolling wave 
1. -Downer, Eminent Tragedian, p. 22k et seq., esp. pp. 247-50,212-3; 
Merchant, Shakespeare and the Artist, pp. 98-9. 
2. )kcready, Diaries, fol. 2,3rd and 5th Jane 1839; (see Appendix IV(A) 
for descriptions of the dioramas). 
3. Maaready's Hen= V prompt-book, 1839 (Folger Lib., Washington; 
Prompt Henry V, 8. ). " 
4. Examiner, cutting n. d., with CG PB, 10th June 1839, (TM). 
5. Perm, Stanfield and Scene Painting; Macready, Diaries, -vol. 2, 
7th March 1842. 
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of the first scene - apparently a series of revolving and carefully 
manipulated profiles - the piece included other "elegant contrivances"; 
water gushed from the rocks with extraordinary, but painted, realism 
in the last scene and in the third an entirely novel device was 
adopted whereby a cut wood rolled dowfinto the stage to reveal the 
prospect of a waterfall and dramatic action behind. 
1 The Athenaeum 
in deliberately reporting Acis as Stanfield's production rather than 
Handel's or Macready's, was putting the case too strongly; 
2 for 
the use to which Macready put Stanfield's work in this and Henry V 
was the key factor in the novelty and influential triumph of both 
pieces. If Macready, looking back, suspected that he may have been 
responsible for pointing°the way to the decorative excesses of 
Charles Kean, Stanfield can have bad no regrets for the legendary 
glow which this Indian swmer of scene-tainting added to his already 
historic reputation. 
Peeping Tom, Henry V and Acis apart, Macready's diaries show a 
number of instances in which Stanfield brought "the magic of his 
pencil" to aid the Eminent Tragedian's managements but concerning 
which no public announcement was made. In most cases the degree of 
his involvement is ill-defined; nonetheless, taken with specific 
circumstances in the three main shows, these examples help us build 
up a picture of S tanfield's relationship with Macready and show points 
at which his work influenced subsequent scenery and contemporary taste. 
Stanfield's own tastes in entertainment were understandably catholic; 
Astley's circus, Albert Smith's panoramas, Maeready or Forrest in 
tragedy and Jenny Lind at the opera gave him equal delight and he was 
never reported as expressing any sentiments on the moral or literary 
state of the stage. Nonetheless, and his esteem for Macready aside, 
there is some indication from his own hand that the cause of the 
dramas restoration attracted his serious interest. 
No fee for his Peeping Tom diorama was discussed before the opening, 
1. Unidentified review with DL PB, 5th Feb. 18k2, (TM). 
2.. A_ m, 12th Feb. 1842, p. 149. 
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but when it had assured the piece's success Macready wrote a 
graceful letter of"thaiks enclosing with it a cheque for £300; 
the following day he was astonished by "one of the few noble 
instances of disinterested conduct I have met with in my life", 
when the cheque came back, also under cover of a note. 
1 
Jan? 10th 1838 
My dear Macready 
Most gratified was I on receipt of your letter 
of yesterday not only for its valuable contents 
but the kind expressions of approbation it contained 
of my endeavours to serve you and the cause you so 
ably advocate. May it long flourish'. 
Had I named a sum for my labours at the Theatre 
it would have been just half what you yesterday sent 
me and as I told you before my motive was to serve 
you (without injuring myself) but certainly without 
a thought of deriving profit-from the concern. I 
therefore must positively request you to alter the 
check to 150 which will I assure you my dear 
Macready fully compensate me for my trouble. And 
now let me say to you once for all that at any 
time on the productions of pieces if I can be of 
the slightest service to you by advice 'sketches' 
or otherwise you may command me. 
Believe me 
Dear Macready 
Most sincerely yours 
C Stanfield 2 
Macready, the financial success of whose managements in no way matched 
their dramatic significance, was no man to ignore such help so freely 
volunteered, and the uncertainties deriving from the informality of 
the arrangement quickly become apparent in regard to Henry V. 
The sketch for "Agincourt" in this production, attributed to Stanfield 
was presented to the Victoria and Albert Museum by W. L. Telbin in 1926 
(p1.68). By its dimensions this is clearly a design for a back-flat 
and as*the squaring-up shows was beyond reasonable doubt realised on 
stage, probably as Macreadyts act IV scene 5 (that is, a combination 
of the usual IV,. 6 and 7). This said, a fact hitherto ignored 
by 'all writers/ that Stanfield was only credited with the 
1. Macready, Diaries, vol. 2,9th and 10th Jan. 1838. 
2. Letter in my possession; for the sequel. see Macready, Diaries, 
vol. 1,12th, 20th Jan. 1838. 
ý3 
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chorus illustrations of the play, the descriptions of which exclude 
such a scene, while all the other scenery was credited to Marshall, 
Danson and assistants. 
l 
If then we continue to accept the "Agincourt" as by Stanfield, which 
we should on grounds of style and materials used, 
2 
we must be clear 
in recognizing it as a representative of the many unpublicised 
sketches which he did for Macready'a regular painters to develop.. 
This raises the question of who painted it. W. L. Telbin presumably 
inherited it from his father William (1813-73), whom Stanfield knew 
well, worked with on Dickens' theatricals and'thought a first-rate 
scene-painter. 
3 Who the Henry V assistants were is unknown; was 
the young Telbin one of them? . That perhaps he was and obtained the 
design after executing it may be indicated by the influence it had 
on two shows in which he was later involved. Macready's diaries 
name him only once, when the actor hired him to design his revival 
of King John in 18+2; in this the foreground of his "Battlefield 
near St Edmunds" (V. k) with a twill, wreckage and dead horse, is a 
clear "prig" from 8tanfield's design; (p1.70). When ten years later 
Kean revived the pieee, the influence of the composition as a whole 
was passed on in Lloyds' "Another part of the Battlefield" (III. 3)4 
Kean on this occasion at the Princess's had the advantage both of 
Telbin's participation and of his designs for the 1842 production. 
It is " in the light of the "Agincourt" that Stanfield's further 
informal aid to Macready should be considered; for while mutual 
esteem demanded that one offer and the other accept payment for major 
work1 friendship was perhaps not the only factor which prompted 
that more minor help be kept a private affair. Macready had 
enemies, and among the most persistent was the weekly John Bull 
which on 22nd July 1839 mounted a violent attack on him and his 
1. CG-PB, 12th June 1839 (TM)s 3rd night. Except for Stanfield, 
Macready never credited his painters for first nights of "the drama". 
2. See p1.69; also Ch. 6, p. 222. 
3. James laver, Drama, its Costume and Decor, (London 1951), p. 211, 
citing W. L. Telbin. 
4Shattuck, Macready's King John, p. 62, (p1. ). If Telbin did work 
for. M cready previously his unheralded commission for King John 
becomes more comprehensible; of. op. cit., p. 12. 
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management; this included an assertion that he had abused Stanfield's 
benevolence by not paying him for Henry V. 
We do not know what Stanfield was paid but his reply underlines 
the basis of his cocnitment to Macready's cause and suggests why 
both my have played down future unpaid involvements; "I beg most 
distinctly to state". ran his letter in the Morning Chronicle of the 
24th, 
"that on the last, as on the former occasion /J 
services were most liberally raid for by 
Mr Macready, and the only obligation in the 
affair (if indeed any existed), was. in my again 
painting in that branch of my-profession which 
nothing but my high esteem for Mr Macready would 
have induced me to resume. " 1 
Of two further instances in which he advised Macready little can be 
said; he was consulted several times on King Arthur or the British 
Worthy, the operatic sequel to Acis staged in November 1842, for 
which to. nson painted the scenery. 
2 
For Phillip van Artevelde which 
Macready opened under Maddox at the Princess'sin November 1847, 
he attended the read-through and made some sketches, "Kind and excellent 
friend" noted Macready. The scenery was painted by Brunning, Gray 
' 
and assistants. 
As You Like It at Drury lane on 1st October 1842 presents one of 
the least satisfactory situations among the shows under review if 
only for the tantalising reason that it is the sole example for 
which a good scenic illustration exists, in Thomas Shepherd's water- 
colour of the wrestling scene , 
(I. 2). 
4 
Stanfield had advised Macready on the scenery in July, at the same 
time as they had discussed King Arthur but the matter then drops out 
of sight and the bills finally credited the realisation to Marshall. 
The anomaly is that Phelps, who played Adam, granted the work to 
1. Witten at Macready s instigation; see Macready to CS, 25th July 
' 
T183ýffi 
Add. MS 42578 f. 135, "I am trying to forget all I have 
suffered, and only think and talk of what has been delightful to 
me'- than which nothing bas been more so than the rememberance, 
dear Stanfield, of how much Iowe to you. " 
2. Macready, Diaries, vol. 2,10th and 29th July, =5th and 9th Nov. 1842; 
PB (TM). 
3. Macready, Diaries, vol. 2,18th-20th Oct. 1847; PBs (1? '! ). 4. Repr. An C. H. Shattuck, Mr Macready Produces''Ae You Like It; (ürbana, Ill., 
1963), Engraved copies by T. H. llis are in the Theare museum. 
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Stanfield and was seconded in this by Edward Stirling. 
1 Both were 
in a position to know and Phelps at least has to be regarded as 
an eye witness, if only to Stanfield's presence and possible 
brush-wielding during final preparations. The probability must 
lie with him doing something to leave such an impression; a 
repeat of the "Agincourt" situation suggests itself. 
Though we again know little of its substance, the production of 
the masque Cams at Drury Lane in February 1843, provides the last 
and in some ways the most interesting of Stanfield's lesser 
contributions to Macready's cause. For while Macready's general use 
of his friend's already famous skill, influenced. their theatrical 
followers, Comus directly affected another corner of contemporary 
artistic taste. 
Stanfield had again provided Macready with sketches but no painter 
was named on the bills. 
2 In March Prince Albert saw the production. 
The Prince was President of the Fine Arts Commission and deeply 
interested in promoting the contemporary German revival of fresco 
in England. Milton's work in general was a source which had great 
appeal to artists at the time and the Prince, inspired by what 
be had seen on stage decided that Comus was the ideal subject for 
the fresco decoration of the Garden Pavilion at Buckingham Palace3 
His wife agreed. 
This celebrated - even notorious - episode of Victorian Art Patronage 
is not relevant here save in that Stanfield was one of the eight 
artists' on whom the royal favour of sharing the work was conferred 
in April 1843.4 The result was slightly absurd in that the artists 
didýnot co-ordinate the interpretation of their themes, three 
repeating one subject, two another; but significant or not, 
Stanfield was allotted the first place of the lunette series, an 
area slightly larger than the rest over the Pavilion door (p1.76). 
1. J. Coleman, Memoirs of Samuel Phelps, (London 1886), p. 187; Stirling, 
,,, -. ---Old Drury Lane, vol. l, p, . 244" ; cf. Shattuck, Macready's A. Y. L. I., 
intro. , p. 12. - 
2. Macready, Diaries, vol. 2,8th Feb. 1843. 
3. Campbell Lennie, Landseer, The Victorian Paragon, (London 1976), 
p. 117; Robertson, Eastlake, pp. -7k-5. ' 
4. ibid, *, Roberts on, ibid., pp. 269-70. The works were finished in 1844, 
but deteriorated rapidly in the London atmosphere; the pavilion 
was demolished in 1928. 
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Among the other artists were Iandseer and Charles Eastlake5who as 
Secretary of the Fine Arts Commission was in charge of operations; 
on 5th May both dined with Stanfield and Macready befare attending 
Comus to inspect the source of the Prince's inspiration. Unfortunately 
it was then linked with a special revival of Acis so we cannot tell 
exactly what Dickens, who also attended, had in mind when he told 
Stanfield he looked forward to seeing his "immortal screenery"; 
Stanfield bad spent the morning"refreshing" the scenery for both 
shows! Faced with such a body of coincidence the design and at least 
part of the execution of Comus seems fairly to rest with him. 
7.3. The Green-hill far away; Stanfield's later years 1835-67. 
It was during the production of Peeping Tom in 1837 that Stanfield 
first came into regular contact with Dickens, who among his friends 
ofwthe next thirty years was to be "the one of all... he most 
affectionately loved, and to the last. "2 The large surviving 
correspondence from "Dick" to "Stanny" amply proves how fully this 
affection was reciprocated. 
Their mutual theatrical interests and the Dickensian charisma are 
sufficient to explain Stanfield's being attracted to the novelist. 
Dickens for his part found in Stanfield's company a haven from the 
problems generated by his far more complex personality and 
relationships; his relaxations were an energetic retreat into 
deliberately simple pleasures - entertaining children and friends, 
hospitality, companionable expeditions and the delights of ., the 
stage, either as audience or amateur Crummles. Always a driving 
force be found in the older Stanfield - generous, straightforward 
and good-humoured - anenthusiastic and stalwart lieutenant. Their 
meeting in 1837, together with Stanfield's decision to abandon 
regular scenic work for the fuller rewards of an easel career, 
mark -the- watershed of 
the painter's life. 
They also mark the point at which the min purpose of this study is 
1. M. House, G. Storey, K. Tillotaon (eds. ), The Letters of Charles Dickens, (Pilgrim ed., vol. 3; Oxford, 1974) P"483; Macready, Diaries, vol. 2, 
5th May.. 1843. - 
2. Rebecca Stanfield to Diokena, 16th June. 1867, (Benoliel Lib., 
` Free Lib. of Philadelphia). 
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accomplished, the aim of which has been to discover the largely unknown 
country of Stanfieldts early years and theatrical career. To continue his 
biography beyond 1835-7, save in what concerns Macready, would bring us 
into an area irrelevant to theatre work and one for which sources, Dickens' 
letters in particular, are to some degree available. 
l 
Nonetheless and since every man's story has not only a beginning but an 
inevitable end, it would hardly be excusable to leave Stanfield drifting 
and abandoned at however important a point in between; we may therefore 
attempt to summarise the remainder of his long life, particularly in its 
important and unrecorded aspects. 
Much, of Stanfield's time in the late 1830's was taken up with book 
illustration and travel. 1835-36 saw the publication, in parts, of his 
Coast"Scenery, A Series of Views in the British Channel which on its 
completion was dedicated to the king. In 1836, the year which saw the 
exhibition of his great Battle of Trafalgar' painted for the United 
Service Club, he also illustrated The Pirate and the Three Cutters for his 
friend Captain Marryatt. How the two met is unknown but they appear to 
have been good friends by about 1833 and it was Stanfield who in 1841 
introduced Marryatt to Dickens. 2 
On. 19th September 1836 Stanfield arrived at Calais to begin the tour 
which in 1838 was to result in publication of his Sketches on the Moselle, 
the Rhine and the Meuse. 
3 
In 1840 be completed work on Marrytt's Poor 
Jack, the last large book to be solely illustrated by him; much of the 
drawing for this was done at Nyn Cottage, Northaw, which he bad taken 
for the summer on doctor's orders for country air. The work also has 
a slight biographical curiosity in that the model for Jack was his son 
James Field Stanfield Jnr., then aged ten. 
5 
Despite his increasingly poor health and in later years partly because 
1. For the Dickens connection in particular see Appendix IV(F). 
2, See CS to Dickens, 22nd Jan. 1841 in Dickens' Letters, (Pilgrim ed. ), 
vol. 1, p. 191n. 
3. CS to Rebecca Stanfield, 24th Sept. and 8th Oct. 1836, cover the 
early part of the tour. 
, 
4. Clarkson Stanfield, in The Hampstead Record, 27th Dec. 1890; CS to 
? 7th $ept. 1840, (letter in my possession). For his subsequent 
illustration of Dickens' Christmas books and American Notes see 
ýF. G. Kitton, Dickens and his Illustrators, (London l899). .. 
5. Information from Mr. E. Cameron-Paterson. 
i 
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of it, Stanfield continued to travel widely at hone and abroad. 
His most famous. though hardly most profitable expedition in 
England was that of October and November 1822, when the now in- 
separable quartet of "Stanny", "Boz", "Mac" (Daniel Maolise R. A. ) 
and John Forster took off on a high-spirited and somewhat bibulous 
tour in Cornwall (pl. 77 ). 
"Stanfield (adold sailor)", wrote Dickens, 
"consulted an enormous map on all disputed points 
of wayfaring... referred moreover to a pocket 
compass and other scientific instruments... And... 
through laughteJgot into such apoplectic 
entanglements that we were obliged to beat him on 
the tack with Portmanteaus before we could 
recover him. "1 
His main sketching tours were more bard-working affairs but not 
necessarily less pleasant. The most important and well-documented, 
was one which he made in Italy with his friend T. G. Fonnereau, a 
charming gentleman of artistic tastes and independent means, who 
subsequently dedicated his own slim volume of sketches made on the 
journey to his companion. 
2 
Leaving England in August 1838}they did not. return until March the 
following year; from Milan they travelled to Venice in the wake of 
the coronation progress of the new Austrian Emperor, Ferdinand I; 
from Venice they went via Rome to Naples. From there Stanfield 
sallied forth, in the usual appalling weather, to all the traditional 
picturesque haunts - Amalfi, Sorrento, the Gulf of Salerno and the 
Naples vicinity 'itself. He then took a boat out to Ischia where 
sickness and bad weather temporarily imprisoned him over Christaas; 
. 
the'delay in returning to Naples proved a blessing in disguise, for 
without it he would have missed the eruption of Vesuvius which began 
" on New Year's Day, 1839; 
"to attempt... to give you any kind of idea of it", 
he wrote to his wife, "is quite out of my powers, 
with the ein at all events, whatever I may do on 
. my return with the pencil, let it suffice that it 
was the most glorious-sight and I ought and am 
1: Dickens to Prof. Felton, 31st Dec. 18k2, in Dickens' Letters, 
-.., 
(Pilgrim ed. ), vol. 2, pp. 11k-5. 
2. Mems. ' of a Tour in Italy from sketches by_T. G. F. ... inspired by 
his friend C . 13 Issgre. x. A., ... Anehio son Pittore (London 0.104(j); 
includes a sketch of Stanfield sketching near Menton, '25th Feb. 1839. 
DetaMs of the tour given here are from Stanfield's letters to his 
wife. (Stanfield papers). For Fonnereau see Z. and Planehe, 
Recollections, p. 167. 
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= most grateful for the ill wind that detained 
me at Ischia for I should undoubtedly have been 
in Rome with FLinnereaj but for that ... 
"l 
He spent two nights on the mountain "inspecting the effects of 
the fire" before rejoining Fonnereau and beginning the journey 
home via Tuscany, the galleries of Florence, the Corniche and the 
Rhone valley. Subsequent large tours of which there is little 
record took him to Holland in 1843, into southern Franoe, the Pyrenees 
and northern Spain in 1851 (with his wife and daughters) and to 
Ireland in 1856; from each of these resulted major Academy works, 
which he sold for large sums and some of which within his own 
lifetime, changed hands for even larger ones. 
2 
As the important pictures came rolling out - The Day after the Wreck 
(1844), On the Dogger Bank (1846), The Battle of Roveredo (1851), 
Victory towed into Gibraltar (1853) and The Abandoned (1856) - 
contemporary critics had no doubt that in Stanfield the country had 
a major landscape talent and, certainly after the death of Turner, 
the finest marine painter of the age; 
one work of Stanfield alone presents us with as 
much concentrated knowledge of sea and sky, as, 
diluted would' have lasted any one of the old 
casters his life. "3 
It this oft-quoted judgement of Ruskin's. overstates the case, it 
nonetheless accurately represents contemporary opinion. 
With this acclaim came the pleasant responsibilities due to an 
eminent Victorian painter, especially one of forthright opinion but 
with the tact and kindness not to inflict it carelessly on others. 
Stanfield served a total of eight years on the Council of the Academy 
up to, 1862, twice when others declined to take their turn. He was 
also in demand elsewhere for sensible, though not erudite, opinions 
on art; between 1854 and 1865 he seems to have been one of those 
who regularly advised the great dealer Ernest Gambart''='rä good 
professional friend - on the arrangement of his London exhibitions. 
4 
1. CS 'to Rebecca Stanfield, 16th Jan. 1839. 
2. e. g. ', in 1854 Elbanan Bicknell paid him £735 for The Pic du Midi, 
which in 1863 sold for £2,677.1Os.; this is now in the Royal Holloway 
College, Egham. 
3. Modern Painters, vol. 1, p. 348. 
4. Jeremy Maas, Gambart, (London 1975), pp. 65,80. 
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After the death of their old friend Turner in 1851 he, Roberts and 
H. A. J. Monro formed the ad hoc committee which selected 102 of the 
Turner Bequest watercolours for their first exhibition at Marlborough 
House in February 185?. 1 
Stanfield's readiness to serve had even earlier brought him a modest 
. but unique distinction. 
In the Painted Hall of Greenwich Hospital 
hung a great collection of naval pictures - those which were later 
to form the basic oil collection of the National Maritime Museum. 
By 1844 the Hospital Board had become anxious for their condition and 
asked Charles Eastlake as Secretary of the Fine Arts Commission, to 
, recommend 
"an artist of acknowledged judgement and ability and especially 
conversant in Marine Subjects"$ to act as Curator of the Gallery. 
2 
Eastlake nominated Stanfield, who was appointed in October with an 
honorarium of £100 per year and promptly set in hand substantial 
. repairs to 
the Painted Hall and restoration of the works therein; 
, this was completed in June 18k6.3 As Curator, Stanfield was also 
responsible for vetting the acquisition of works (then only by gift) 
and under his care some important pictures and relics, many relating 
to Nelson, joined the collection. He held the appointment until 
it lapsed in 1865, frequently mixing pleasure with business in 
bringing his friends to Greenwich and holding a festive "Curator's 
dinner" there once a year. 
4 In later years when he became inffr m 
it appears that his son George gave him some assistance in the none 
too onerous duties of the post. 
, 
Other obligations followed, dependent on his recognized reputation 
and position; he was for example called before two Commons Committees 
as an expert witness, that on Art Unions in 1811 and the controversial 
National Gallery Committee of 1853.5 
. 
1. Robertson Eastlake, p. 302; this from in excess of 19,000 item. 
2. Board minutes, PRO ADM 67/95,17th Oct; 184k. 
3. - Board minutes, PRO ADM 67/97,11th June 1846, inc., Stanfield's 
'report on the work undertaken. 
k. The Builder, 25th May 1867, P"366. 
5. For the latter see Appendix V. 
i` 
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But if the surface appearances of Stanfield's later life showed him 
to be prosperous, successful and "liked by all for his goodness and 
sincerity"1 there was also a more sombre side to his character only 
seen by his family an closest friends, that of a strict and 
increasingly religious paterfamilias. 
Stanfield survived all of his father's family, buried several of 
them and, as we have seen, lost his first wife in 1821. In 1838, 
Henry the eldest son of his second marriage and a boy on whom he 
doted, died aged eleven;, this tragedy, possibly encouraged by his 
long stay in Italy later that year seems to have turned him firmly 
back towards Catholicism, the faith which his father had abandoned. 
By 1842 he was closely involved with the passionate young Catholic 
architect Augustus Pugin, who incidentally was also an enthusiast 
for the sea. 
2 Pugin and Etty (a high Anglican) appear to have had 
a strong influence on him and after 1841 he was often to be found 
with Pugin at Ramsgate, where the architect built his own house 
and chapel, adding his own church (St. Augustine's) to them in 
1847-51. Pugin himself had close ties with the small Benedictine 
community at Ramsgate and it was probably these general circumstances 
as well as a desire to settle in sea air which led Stanfield to 
3 
consider moving there permanently!; 
Stanfield may have been baptised 
'a Catholic before 1841 but, even if 
so, for some reason repeated the process on 3rd October 1846, taking 
the names Thomas Clarkson -a strange coincidence in that the 
Rev. Thomas Clarkson, his original namesake, died exactly a week 
previously at the age of eighty-seven. The 1846 baptism took place 
in Hampstead, which he had long frequented to visit friends such as 
Constable and to sketch, and where in that year he took lodgings for 
his health; here he had also come under the influence of a well-known 
emigre priest, the Abbe Morel, f ounder of St. Mary's Chapel, Holly Place. 
1. Robertson, Eastlake, p. 118, citing lady Eastlake's journal, 1851. 
2. Pugin seems to have been his mentor to some degree; e. g., Pugin 
to CS, 15th Oct. 1842, "Never acknowledge yourself a Roman Catholic 
we are of the old school... Englishmen to the backbone... I will 
., go into this matter with you". 
3. Hampstead Record, 27th Dec, 1890. 
4 ibid.; 'T. J. Barratt, The Annals of Hampstead, (3 vols., London 1912), 
vol. 1, pp. 294-6; St. Marys Chapel, Reg. of Baptisms; see also 
Fenn, Stanfield and Scene Painting,, regarding Stanfield's strong Catholicism. 
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Stanfield tainted few portraits and their existence is a sure sign 
of a close relationship with the sitter; that of Morel, an oil and probably 
his most finished work in this line, still remains in the chapel. 
If 3tamf'ield's peace of mind was ultimately assured by Catholicism, 
both! the strength of his devotion to the faith and the cirnumstances 
which may have encouraged this, show considerable disturbance in 
his personal life. 
His only known disagreement with Dickens occurred when, having 
undertaken to illustrate his Pictures from Italy in 1846, he took 
exception to anti-Catholic sentiments in it and refused to go on 
with the work; 
1 Roberts too, with whom as they grew older Stanfield 
, resumed a close friendship, learnt the importance of going 
"quietly 
over the stones of poppery" if tranquility was to be preserved. 
2 
Troubles in the family were more serious and seem in part to bave 
been. fed by his growing religious absorption, since not all his 
elder children appear to-have converted with their father. Clarkson, 
his eldest son by his first wite, was by 1838 completely at loggerheads 
'. with his step-mother and became increasingly disturbed, manageable 
and even violent. Late in 1845 he was sent to the Marryatts' farm 
in Norfolk for eighteen months but the Captain's healthy regime and 
the change of atmosphere had no permanent effect on his state of mind. 
3 
Mary his sister, over whom Stanfield was very possessive, finally 
married in 1847, a proceeding for which her father displayed no 
enthusiasm and with which he never seems to have come to terms; by 
1854 both she and her brother were dead, in their early thirties. 
James, Rebecca Stanfield's second son, emigrated to Argentina at 
about the same time, perhaps to escape the fraught atmosphere; John, 
his younger brother fell into some unknown disgrace and also went 
overseas. George, strongly under his father's personal and artistic 
. influence had some success while 
Stanfield lived. After about 1870 
however changing fashion affected his patronage and he seems to have 
1. -Dickens' Letters, (Pilgrim ed. ), pp. 503-20, esp. pp. 517-8. 
2. Roberts to his daughter (Christine Bicknell), 7th Sept. 1858, 
(private coll. ). 
3, Marryatt to C3; 9th Deo. ff84 J and 3rd May 1847. 
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lost control of affairs, his wife's extravagances in particular; 
he died of liver disease in 1878, aged forty-nine. It was 
apparently only the younger children, two of whom became Catholic 
priests, who were all that a Victorian father might have required. 
l 
From 1832 Stanfield and his growing family had been living in 
the Mornington Crescent area but by 1847 his and their health was 
demanding the permanent change to fresher air which led him to 
contemplate a remove to Ramsgate. In that year however, a chance 
arose to lease "The Green-hill" at Hampstead, a large mid-eighteenth 
century house off the High St., possessing a fine garden and a view 
down over fields towards Belsize and St. Johns Wood. From the medical, 
religious and social point of view it was an ideal opportunity, which 
Stanfield snapped up; at "The Green-hill", surrounded by a wide 
circle of friends, he spent generally the happiest and some of the 
most productive years of his life. 
In the autumn of 1858 he and Roberts travelled to Sootland together, 
partly on a nostalgic tour but also-for Roberts to be made a 
Freeman of Edinburgh and Stanfield to receive his diploma as an 
honorary member of the Royal Scottish Academy. At a dinner given for 
them by the Academy, Stanfield in replying to his health from the 
President explained how his friendship with Roberts 
"bad weathered the vicissitudes of a pretty long 
career, and had surmounted and survived the 
professional rivalries which bad always accompanied 
them..... Mr Stanfield humorously described the 
öheatriea 7rivalry as an earnest one, the fpatent 
house7managements ministering to the painters' 
professional enthusiasm; whole acres of canvas 
were covered by them with scenes and moving dioramas* 
until he believed both managements were ruined by 
their scenic ambition and rivalships.... but the 
friendship begun in youth had also continued and he 
believed those feelings of mutual affection and 
esteem would never cease. "2 
Before leaving Edinburgh he sat for his portrait to Daniel Macnee3 
1. This summary of Stanfield's children is based on inforantion in the 
Stanfield papers, notes to me from Mr E. Cameron-Paterson and Roberts' 
correspondence shown me by Miss Helen Guiterman. George Stanfield 
is noticed in S. Redgrave, Dictionary of Artists, '(2nd ed., London 1878. ). 
2. The'Builder, 25th June 1867, p. 366. For the Scottish visit see 
Roberts, Life, Ch. 12. Stanfield had 6eert eleckd Hon ,?, 
U. in 1830. 
3. Painted for the Royal Scottish Academy. For a portrait photograph 
taken in 1857, see p1.79. 
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and in 1860 he and Roberts marked'their long association with the 
stage by jointly contributing the £250 needed to build one of the 
houses for "decayed actors" in the new Dramatic College at Maybury. 
l 
Stanfield in fact had not contributed his final work to the professional 
theatre until 1858, when he gave another old friend, Ben Webster, the 
act-drop design for his New Adelphi Theatre (p1.78). Prior to this and 
when Roberts declined to do it, he had designed a drop for Her Majesty's 
(1846) and supervised the execution of the drop (to his "amateur" 
desiggn) for the professional production of The Lighthouse in 1857.2 
Inexorably however, ill-health and age were limiting his activities. 
From about 1857 his leg gave perpetual trouble while general rheumatism 
and neuralgia frequently kept him housebound for weeks, or left him 
incapable of holding pen or brush. In 1855 his doctor forbade him to 
paint large pictures - to which Stanfield's riposte was the Lighthouse 
drop for Dickens. The following year however, while he was painting 
The Frozen Deep, Dickens regretfully told Miss Coutts that he thought 
infirmity and illness would prevent his ever doing such work again. 
3 
'= ýý 
Stanfield himself was conscious how much he was becoming a survivor 
of his artistic generation; in 1861 telling Charles Mathews how 
pleased he would be to see him at Hampstead to "have a chat... over 
old times and old friends" he added, "Alas. to find myself the last 
of the lot, John and Alfred Chalon, Robson, Leslie, Christal &a &c 
all gone... I myself am very Shaky indeed". 
He nonetheless continued to paint small, mellow and precise oil 
works as when, in 1864, he prepared a birthday gift for Roberts' 
daughter, long married to the son of their old patron Elhanan Bicknell; 
"Dear Old Starry came himself yesterday" Roberts told her, 
"with the Picture he has painted expressly for you 
and should be presented this day by rights. It is 
in his happiest manner and I think of the Kind the 
1. Roberts, Life, p. 208. 
2. - At the Olympic, see Appendix N(A). 
3. --Dickens to Angela-Coutts, 9th Dee, 1856, (courtesy of Mrs Madeleine House). 
4. CS. to Charles Mathews, 4th July 1861, (Shakespeare Memorial Lib 
Stratford). 
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very best he has ever done. - The two figures 
especially and the breezy and rolling sea would 
astonish J. T. L. e. Turne 7 had he been alive. 
He calls it The Mouth of the Humber where no 
doubt many a day - when on board a Collier - he 
has seen and Studied the Scene. I know he is 
proud of it himself from his anxiety about it 
and getting it out of the carriage.... I said 
all the kind things I could about it, but he 
told me that I had nothing to do with it, for 
his regard for you was even greater than my 
own - so of course one could not say more after 
This.... "l 
Roberts made one of the last of his many informative notes on 
Stanfield at the end of September 1864, telling a mutual acquaintance 
that he was "on the coast studying the wind and waves"; 
2 
on 
20th November to Stanfield's great distress, his sixty-eight year old 
friend had a heart-attack in the street and died the same evening. 
Flom his daughter Stanfield received his palette and, in 1866, the 
dedication of his published Life but he was too unwell to attend 
the funeral. 
As 3. C. Hall helped him down the Academy steps at the exhibition 
of 1866, Stanfield gloomily told him that he did not expect to 
see him there again, though he very nearly defied his own prophecy. 
3 
In the previous year be bad moved to a smaller house in Belsize Park Rd.; 
there, when possible during the winter of 1866, he worked on two 
pictures, A Skirmish off Heligoland which harked back to his days in 
the North Sea traffic and a small, hauntingly silvery panel of a 
deserted wreck on a shore, into which he may have infused a sense of 
his own situation. 
4 
This was his last work. 
When the Academy exhibition opened in May 1867, the Skirmish was hung 
in & 'good position in the East Room and his friends, in writing to 
congratulate him on it, expressed the hope that the onset of good 
5 
weather would again see him out and about. 
On 11th May howeverýhe was taken ill with stomach haemorrhage and 
1. Roberts to Christine Bicknell, 4th June-1864, (private coll. ). 
2. Roberts to the Provost of Linlithgow, 29th Sept. 1864, (private coll. ). 
3. s. C. IIall, Memories, p. 477. 
4. " The latter is still in family possession. 
5. S. A. Hart to CS, ist May 1867. 
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began to fail; Dickens, whose last cheerful letter he had kept 
by him, received a hint from George Stanfield and came to see him 
for the last time. When he called again on the morning of 
Saturday 18th May, Stanfield was barely hanging on; at about 
half-past five that afternoon he died "quite peacefully, at the 
age of seventy-three. 
1 
7.4. In Retrospect. 
When his death was announced, public reaction was swift and fulsaae, 
In all the major papers and journals, the obituaries varied only in 
length and factual accuracy, all uniting in praise of the man and 
his work. On lst June, Dickens inserted a moving and important 
personal tribute in All the Year Round, some of which has already 
been quoted here, while in Punch another friend, Tom Taylor, 
printed one of his memorial poems with which that journal marked 
the passing of great artistic contemporaries; 
Say not the pictures that he gave the stage - 
Pictures born in a day to live a night 
Ephemera of Art that knew not age, 
But died almost 'ere we could say "how bright! " 
Say not such pictures were a waste of power, 
Their value lost, their beauty flung away; 
Who knows what seeds they sowed in their brief hour 
Of love and knowledge for an after day. 
How meunq eyes in art's deep lore unlearn'd 
Through the great theatre, first learnt to see 
In his fair scenes, the beauty they had spurned, 2 
The grace of God's world and men's masonry ... 
This and much more in the same vein on his easel art, ras not the 
height of poetic fancy., but it was an appropriate tribute from one 
man of theatre to another and fully reflected prevailing sentiment. 
Haw may we in our turn sum up Stanfield's scenic career? First, it 
must be admitted that he was the right man, arriving on the scene 
under, a fair conjunction of stars. As a landscape artist he came to 
1. George Stanfield to 3. A. Hart, 19th May 1867, (Royal Academy Lib., 
-"< Anderdon Coll., vol. xxvi, if. 151-1v. ) 





that general field at a time when it was undergoing a rapid 
popular expansion. Whatever he may ideally have hoped for when he 
entered the landscape arena, economic circumstances and his back- 
ground directed him into a specialisation within it with which he 
was already familar, that is the theatre. 
Here again he was fortunate; for the stage and related entertainment 
around 1820 was also undergoing great change and expansion; the 
minor theatres were seeking a fast turnover of romantic novelty, the 
(patent houses relying increasingly on spectacle, panorama and its 
variants enjoying growing popularity and gas lighting beginning to 
exert its brilliant influence for scenic improvement in all quarters. 
This was an ideal environment for an imaginative, fast working and 
, technically skilled painter. These appear'to have been Stanfield's 
qualifications, or at least his potentialities, and he flourished. 
On the debit side perhaps, we cannot show him to have been a great 
independent thinker, brining with fundamental innovations in 
"stage-painting and machinery; nor indeed did he ever act as much more 
than a stage decorator, as opposed to being a "designer" in any modern 
sense. These however are comments made with hindsight, and though 
they aid our sense of perspective they are not valid as criteria 
for ä historical judgement either of the man or his work. For 
although Stanfield eventually had the opportunity of seeing his 
scenery and ideas coherently planned into some of Macreadyts 
pioneering directorial work, to great advantage all round, the 
terms "direction" and "design" in their modern implications have 
little relevance to the theatre in which he made his name; as to 
innovation, we can say that if he invented nothing basically new, 
his practical refinement and exploitation of existing scenic forms, 
combined with the unmatched quality of his stage-painting, themselves 
constituted something quite unprecedented. While at this distance 
in time and with the sources available this overall quality is 
rather intangible, it was nonetheless intensely felt by Stanfield's 
audiences and must be granted to constitute the basis of his great 
reputation. 
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In panoramic and dioremie work his excellence justified itself. 
In its application to the dramatic stage his scenery was a long 
term influence for good, even though at the time it was frequently 
employed in the poorest of causes and was on to the charge of 
abetting rather than counteracting dramatic decline. For until 
someone like Stanfield had demonstrated, in however piecemeal a 
fashion what was technically possible by gas-light, clever 
mechanical illusion and brilliant painting, there was little chance 
of these elements being turned to some more serious theatrical 
purpose; Stanfield was of course not the only scene-painter to 
make players and public aware of the scenic potential of their 
theatre but he was certainly the foremost among those who did so. 
His other achievement was one of character rather than technique. 
Even when he became one of the most eminent and venerable of the 
Academicians, Stanfield never forgot his origins nor oonsidered 
scenic work as, of itself, second-rate or inferior. This is not to 
say that he thought it an ideal vocation; indeed he once told the 
young painter William Fenn, that as an artistic training he considered 
it coarsening and that "very few of us having bad it can rise above 
it"1 - but while practicing the profession himself he devoted to 
it'all the thorough attention due to any other branch of his work. 
This respect for his in standards communicated itself both through 
his scenes and his example. "The result is known to everyone", said 
The Daily Telegraph in an editorial tribute at his death; 
"In whatever other points the dramatic entertainments 
of the present day may be inferior to those of the 
KENSL and the KUN3, scene-painting has almost 
incalculably improved. STANFI=, in fact ... helped 
to raise scene-painting up to art; and in that 
practical fashion he did more ... to spread a love 
for beautiful things and to help the development of 




1. Fenn, Stanfield and Scene Painting. 
2. 
-`op. cit., 
22nd May 1867. 
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Tom Taylor put it even more succinctly; 
"Till when he left the theatre, behold, 
That was an art which he bad found a trade; " 
1 
Stanfield's wider achievement then was not only the improvement 
of scenic art, it was also making scenic art improving and 
establishing the simple fact that it deserved to be considered as 
an art at all. He thus elevated both the quality and the status 
of his profession. 
As we have seen, his theatrical reputation was parallelled by, and 
assisted and reflected, the slower growth of his easel career. 
If on the one hand, his stage painting was conferred with the 
dignity of being called an art, it is quite clear that the other hand 
was that of the dyer, subduing his easel work to that perhaps 
coarsening scenic element of which he was aware. This we have 
examined to some degree and there is no reason to discuss it 
further; we should in conclusion perhaps worry less that Stanfield's 
easel work may have been so affected and looking at it with 
Thackeray, wonder more at "how a mein could do so much and sowell 
.4 441.1 . 
as Mr Stanfield did" while still fully engaged in the theatre. 
Stanfield's oil paintings continued to fetch high prices up to 
about 1900, a trend no doubt helped by the good showing which 
(contrary to some reports) his best works made in the Old Masters 
and deceased British artists' retrospective at the Academy in 1870.2 
The market for his work then sagged enormously, until just after 
World War II large canvases could be picked up for about £50; in 
1953 Lord L+nsdowne's The Dogana and Santa Maria della Salute, eight 
feet wide, went for £75; worse, in 1930, The Abandoned for which 
Stanfield received 500 gns. in 1856, was knocked down for £7 and has 
never been seen since. 
3 His watercolours however, have always kept 
their value better and now once again the oils are fetching large 
sums; the current auction record for an oil, set in 1973 for Calm in 
the Gulf of Salerno (185T), is £6.02004 . 
1. Punch, loc. cit. 
2. see A. Graves, Art Sales, (London 1921), vol. 3., pp. 161-171;, 
Reitlinger, Economics of Taste, vol. 1, pp. 455-6 and vol. ), p. 3k2. 
3. S othebyts, 16th July 1930, lot 100,, bt. "Ingram". 
$. Sotheby's Belgravia, 20th Nov. 1973, lot 2. 
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Amid these fluctuations the fate of Stanfield's scenic designs 
remains a mystery which no enquiry among his descendants or elsewhere 
has yet managed to solve. That he was an inveterate keeper of his 
other sketches is a fair guarantee that at least some stage material 
survived his scenic career, but nothing appeared in his great 
studio sale in 1868.1 
Hope however, is perhaps not quite lost; for apart from the few 
, scenic 
pieces we have mentioned there are bare indications of 
others coming down towards 1900. On Mrs Stanfield's death in 1876 
a "Design for the Drop Scene of Athens" fetched 3 gns. at her sale; 
2 
twenty years later in 1897, her son Field lent two items by his' 
father to the Grafton Gallery "Exhibition of Dramatic and Musical 
Art". No. 217 was a sketch for the painting of Macbeth and the 
Witches. No. 230 was described in terms as straightforward and 
simple as its maker was said to be; by Clarkson Stanfield, it was 
"MODEL OF A SCENE", to which the anonymous cataloguer added, 
"No-one did more to raise scenic decoration 
to its present level than this expert painter. ". 
3 
Taken all-in-all, that seems a fair assessment. 
1. Christie's, 8th May 1868 "and Five following Days". At probate his 
estate was valued at something under £20,000. "- 
2. Christie's, 23rd March 1876; see Appendix IV(A), p. 313. 


















APPENDIX I (A - B) 
WORKS BY JAMES FIELD STANE'IELD 
A. Observations on a Voyage to the Coast of Africa 
The following summary comprises the biographical detail available on 
J. F. Stanfield from his account of his slaving voyage of c. 1776. 
James and a friend, "Russel", embarked on their voyage at Liverpool, from 
"reputable" lodgings there in "what they called a coffee house"; "Russel" 
who died in the enterprise, was the third mate of the vessel in which they 
sailed. The ship was learn, the weather bad and the fear that it might be 
necessary to put into Lisbon restrained the hand of cruelty until the point 
of no return was passed; then at "about latitude 280" the captain's 
propensity to reward misdemeanours by flogging and to encourage brutality' 
in his officers, came to the fore. 
Rations and water has been skimped to make room for extra trade goods and 
the crew sweated in the boats towing the ship through the Doldrums. James, 
observing dew to form overnight on the hencoops on deck, augmented his water 
supply by licking it off "until my monopoly was at last found out and my 
little refreshment laid open to numbers. " 
4b 
Once on the Coast the ship was roofed over to form a secure slave house, 
Fantee tribesmen were hired as slave collectors and privation and tropical 
conditions soon had deadly effects on the original European crew of thirty- 
two. That James himself escaped the fate of his fellows was due to his being 
immediately sent to work forty miles up river at an established factory at 
Gatoe (awato); what he did is not stated but he remained there about eight 
months: 
"One evening only was I on board during this period; but this 
was sufficient to give me a strong idea of the misery I had so 
happily escaped. The vessel... was like a slaughterhouse. Blood, 
filth, misery and disease. The chief mate lay dying, calling out 
for that comfort he had so often denied to others... The doctor 
was in the same condition... The second mate was lying on his back 
on the medicine chest; his head hanging down over one end of it, 
his hair sweeping the deck and clotted with the filth that was 
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collected there; and in this unnoticed situation he died soon 
after I came on board. 
On the poop the appearance was still more shocking - the remainder 
c[ the shipts crew stretched in the last stages of their sickness 
without comfort, without refreshment without attendance. There 
they lay, straining their weak voices with the most lamentable 
cries for a little water, and not a soul to afford them the 
smallest relief. And while all this horror and disease were 
preying on the lives of the poor seamen, the business of 
purchasing, messing the slaves, and every circumstance relative- 
to the trade, was transacting with as little interruption, and 
as much concern as if no such people had ever been on board. 
I passed a night of misery with them, and got up river with 
the morning's boat - another night might have sealed me among 
the number of the devoted crew. " 
By contrast he painted an equally graphic picture of the "friendship, 
tranquillity and primitive independence" of all the people of Benin which, 
if smacking of Noble Savagery was sufficiently well-observed to demonstrate 
the potential there of a trade in "luxuries unknown to Europeans" and far 
more productive than the traffic is which he was engaged. 
Of the crew of the ship aboat eight survived including the vicious captain, 
first and second mates and James. A new vessel of 300 tons arrived to 
take the slaves collected away on the middle passage and to leave its own 
captain on the coast to make further trade. Once at sea again in the new 
ship the first and second mates died and James claims that he took over 
their duties, together with those of the dead doctor (-"a knowledge of 
Latin and a little medical reading were my only qualifications. What a 
situation it would have been for an ignorant, an unfeeling, or an 
indolent man! "). 
That the captain himself was now ill only served to aggravate his cruelty; 
aale and female slaves and seamen were tied to the uprights of his sickbed 
and their backs flogged into. holes for,.. his delight; the botsun (dying of 
"flux" in a horrible manner) was forced to man the wheel; unmentioned 
bestialities were inflicted on an eight year old slave and only calm 
weather allowed the decimated ship's company to keep the vessel afloat. 
If this is true it is indeed surprising that the ship reached her 
destination in the West Indies. at all, which she did after a four month 
'voyage. By this point the crew were either dead, 'dying: or deserted 
on arrival'-since according to James Stanfield only the captain, the 
carpenter and himself returned to Liverpool. 
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B. List of Works 
1. Books 
Observations on a Guinea Voyage in a Series of Letters Addressed to the 
Rev. Thomas Clarkson, (Phillips, London 1 
The Guinea Voyage, A Poem in Three Hooks, (Phillips, London 1789) 
The Life of the Late John Howard Esq., LID and FRS, (W, Thompson, Newoaatle- 
upon-Tyne 1790) 
2. Play 
The Fishermen, 2 act comic opera; written c. 1786, performance unlocated, not 
printedsee Baker, Bio raphia Draamºtica, (1812), vol. 1, p. 682. 
3. Songs and Verse (songs - e) 
Friendship and Love (s); Preen sons Magazine vol. i. Nov. 1793, p. 521 
Written 1786 at Hull and first published 1787, 
see op. cit., Dec. 1793, p. 608. 
The Call to Refreshment (s); ibid., Dee-1793, p. 609. 
The Royal Arch (s); ibid., 
. vol. 
ii, Feb. 1794, p. 150. 
Verses on sees the late Lord Chancellor at Scarborough soon after the Ki is 





An Address written by J. P. S. And Spoken by one of the Pupils at the Exhibition 
of Mr. Wright 's Aoadencr in Sunderland; ibid., Oct. 1794, pp. 292-3. 
Written on the Coast of Africa in'the Year 1776; (poem); ibid., vol. iv, 
April 1795, P"273. 
E1eZZ on the Death of Brother John Mills. Comedian. of the Theatre Royal. Hull; 
ibid., p. 274. 
Patrick O'Neal, An Irish Song; Tune Sheela na Guira, (s); ibid., May 1795, P"36; 
an extra verse in vol. v, July 1795, P"59. 
To Dr. Brown, with a Tonquin Bean; ibid., vol. iv, June 1795, p. k18; dated 
10 June 1793. 
of Ple el's German H on a Public Charitable 
s; ibid. 
A Tragedy by Mr. Re olds First Spoken at the Theatre R 
ibid., vol. v, July 1795, P-62. 
Essay on the Study and Composition-of-Biography, (G. Garbutt, Sunderland, 1813) 
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The Sunderland Volunteers; Tune, Anacreon in Heaven(s); ibid., Oct. 1795, p. 276 
Monodv on the Death of John Howard. Esg . Spoken by Mrs. O'Keefe in the 
Character of Arabella (a female captive Just set free by the Howard of the 
Drama) in Mrs. Inchbald's Pla of 'Such 2ILiM Are' ibid. vol. vi, Feb. 1796 
p. 124; first published in Life of Howard, (as above] p. 59" 
Hail Glorious Masonry(s); (? by JFS) 
,, 
earliest known performance 24. Jan. 1787, 
Hull, PB York Minster Lib. ). 
The Irish Nuptials or the Wedding of Ball oreen; earliest known performance 
10 Aug-1797, Scarborough (PB BL 427); printed version, collected aurally early 
1900's, in The English Folk Dance and Song Society Library, Cecil Sharp House, 
London. 
A So on the Threatened Invasion Buona e; Scientific Magazine and 
Freemason's Repository (i. e. Freemasons Magazine) vol. x, Jan. 1798. 
Matches (s); earliest known performance, 1 March 1810, Sunderland 
BL 334). 
The Eagle 'd Muse(s); earliest known performance, 24 Dec. 1810, Sunderland 




VENUES PLAYED BY JAIL FIEID STANFIELD AND FAMILY 1786-1808 
The following table s, -rises the performances of James Field Stanfield 
and his family from his first appearance with Tate Wilkinson to 1808, the 
year in which the Stanfield-Graham strolling company apparently dispersed and 
Clarkson Stanfield went to sea. 
Column-1- - Venues 
(See map, p. 8 ). 
Bracketted numbers indicate performances by: - 
(1) "Miss Stanfield", presumed eldest daughter (? Jemima). 
(2) "Mss M. Stanfield", i. e. Mary 
(3) "Master Stanfield", i. e. James George or Clarkson (Newcastle 1804; 
? Sunderland 1805) 
Column 2- Dates Exact dates indicate span of extant bills. Dates by 
month approximated from zodiacal notation of J. F. Stanfield's Ms memorandum, 
e. g. Jan. _ (Aquarius) 
Column 3- Sources For full list of circuits named see Nicoll, IIRlish Drama, 
vol. 4, pp. 238-9 and Robinson, Stephen Kemble's Management.... As in the 
main text Ms sources for which no location is given are in the Stanfield Papers. 
0..... 40 .. 0000 
. 269. 
1. Venues 2. Dates 




7 Oct'- 24 Oct 1786 
31 Oct - 24 Jan 1786-87 
25 Jan -6 Feb 1787 
Butler Circuit (Harrogate - Beverley) 
Beverley 14 May,, 1788 
Harrogate 12 Aug. 1788 
Richmond 2 Sept. 1788 
Cawdell Circuit (Shields - Scarborough) 
Scarborough 3- 26 Sept 1789 
Wk"Eby 16 OC-t- ll Nov, 1-18) 
N. Shields Dec 1789 
Scarborough 7 April - 10 May 1790 Whitby i9 
JJune 1791 Da, rlitigton 
-Vjh lt 
y 25 cC-t 1-79 1 
Sunderland Feb. 1793 
ý. Sources 
PBs York Minster Lib. 
it 
Sheppard, Drama in 
Hull, p. 151 
Rosenfeld, Theatre at 
Richmond, p. 13 
" PP. 17-18 
PBs, BL 427 
PBS, Whtt6y LAPW. 5oc. 
Bing, North Shields 
Theatres, pp. 29-30 




' -Ru Minster Lib 
Pg Wtittb Lt. &Phd. S. C. G. W. Meadey to J. F. S. 
11 Feb. 1793" 








Darlington (1) or (2) 
Scarborough 
June 1795 
23 March - 13 April 1796 
31 Oct 1796 
10 Aug 1797 
3-8 Jan 1798 
2 Aug -'18 Oct 1798 
25-28 Jan 1799 
31 May - 20 July 1799 
? Autumn 1799 
G. W. Meadley, to J. F. S. 
25 June 1795. 
PBs Durham Univ. Lib. 
King, PB f. p. 22 
PB BL 427 
King, PBs f"PP"36,38 
PBs York Minster Lib. 
PBs Sunderland Lib. 
PBs BL 427, Guildhall 
Lib. 
JFS Ms memorandum on 
verso of S. Castle 
to JFS, 31.1.1801. 
. 270.. . 
1. Venues 
Stanfield and Graham's Company 
2.3. Sources 
Sunderland (1)(2) about Nov. 1799 JFS memo; PB for 
Phoenix Hall S'ld 
25.11.1799 in William 
ilaples Lib., S'ld. 
Darlj. ngton Jan - Feb 1800 JFS memo 
Stockton May - June 1800 
Hartlepool 
Stockton Races of 
Morpeth paces and (? l) Autumn - about "; Field Stanfield 
Season Jan 1801 Ms. f. 6 
A]. nwick (? 1) Jan - Feb 1801 JFS memo 
Berwick (? 1) 
Stokesly Races 
Stockton 
Darlington about Aug. 1801 
Newcastle (Cooke 7- 14 Sept 1801 JFS memo; PBs 
season, engagement 
Newcastle City Ref. Lib. 
of JFS's company by 
Kemble) (3) 
Stockton Races ("Kemble") JFS memo 
Morpeth Sept - Oct 1801 JFS memo; Field 
Stanfield Ms f. 6 
Alnwick Jan - Feb 1802 JFS memo 
Kelso 23 April - 21 June 1802 " PBs National 
Lib. of Scotland 
Berwick -JFS memo 
Haddington if 
Dunbar about Dec. 1802 it 
Duns Jan - Feb 1803 it 
Eýremouth It 
. yton 
Berwick ("S. Kemble") 
Kelso (3) 19 Oct - 18 Nov 1803 PBs National Lib. of 
Scotland 
Newcastle (engagement 25 Jan - 19 Mar 1804 PBs Newcastle City 
of JFS with Liston, in Ref. Lib. 
Kemble's Company) (3) 3-8 Aug 1804 
Sunderland (? Christmas) 1805 (? 3) Lawrence, Bristol 
Notebooks, vol. 9, p. 1773 
271. 
1. Venues 2. Dates 3. Sources 
? Portobello about Oct. 1807 G. W. Meadley to JPS 
(nr. Edinburgh) 8.10.1807. 
Aberdeen 
Glasgow 
Alnwick (S. Kemble season) 14 Dec -. 27 Jan 1807-8 PBs 11 270. 
First known reappearance of JFS. on Newcastle-Scarborough Circuit (Faulkner 





CLARKSON STANFIELDtS ARTICLES OF AGREEMENT, DRIIRY LANE, 1823 
The document here transcribed belongs to the John Rylands University 
Library, Manchester, (English Ms. 725, vol. 8, f. 56-56y). 
The text was drawn up by a legal hand, leaving gaps for Stanfield's first 
name, address and the dates. Several of Elliston's Drury Lane agreements 
are known; one with Barrymore for the 'getting-up' of two pieces has 
been cited (Ch-3 p. 116n); one with Kean has been published by Nelson and 
Cross (in Nineteenth Century Theatre Research volii., no. 2, (19741PP. 63-73) 
and Dr Murray informs me that others exist in the Elliston Papers at 
Harvard cf. Murray, Elliston, p. 159). However, if one excepts the 
abbreviated version of Roberts' agreement published in his Life (p. 22) this 
appears to be the only such contract with a scene-painter currently 
available. 
, 
567 Articles of Agreement indented made and entered into this 
fourteenth day of January One Thousand Eight 
Hundred and Twenty Three between Robert William 
Elliston of the Theatre Royal Drury Lane within the 
City and liberties of Westminster Esquire of the 
One Part and Clarkson Stanfield of 
Bishops Walk Iambeth of the other 
Part. (that is to say) The said Robert William 
Elliston doth hereby agree to engage and employ the 
said Clarkson Stanfield as an Artist and 
Scene Painter at the Theatre Royal Drury Lane for 
the Term of Three Years to commence from the first Day 
of February 1823 at the Weekly 
Salary of Eight Pounds to be paid. by Weekly payments 
so long as the said Clarkson Stanfield shall be 
capable and do well and truly perform and 
fulfil the Engagements and Agreements herein 
contained on his part, such Weekly Salary or 
payment to be made if demanded on the last day 
of every Week at the Treasury or Pay Office of the Theatre 
And the said Clarkson Stanfield doth 
hereby covenant and agree with the said Robert 
William Elliston or his Assigns that he the said 
Clarkson Stanfield shall and will at 
all times during the said Term of three Years 
paint such Scenes &c. as the said Robert William 
IIliston" his Assigns-or his. Manager for the -time. being 
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shall in the usual manner require the said Clarkson 
Stanfield so to do and as shall or may 
be within his power and capability. And further 
that he the said Clarkson Stanfield shall not 
and will not during the said Term of three Years 
paint Scenes or assist at any other Theatre or Place 
of public amusement without the previous consent 
, 
56_7 in writing of the said Robert William ELlieton, his 
Assigns or his Manager for the time being - 
Provided always nevertheless and it is hereby declared 
and, agree'd to be the true Intent and meaning of 
the said Parties hereto and of these presents that in 
case the said Clarkson Stanfield shall at any 
time during the said term of three Years by any other= 
cause than sickness, Indisposition or Infirmity 
absent himself from the Theatre when he shall or may 
during the usual Hours be required to attend without 
the permission of the said Robert William Elliston 
his Assigns or his Manager for the time being 
It shall and M4y be at the option of the said Robert 
William IIliston lawful to and for the said Robert 
William Elliston or his Assigns to cancel this 
Agreement by giving notice in writing to or for the 
said Clarkson Stanfield according to the address 
of the said Clarkson Stanfield in the Porters 
Book at the Stage Door of the Theatre. And that then 
and immediately therefrom these presents and 
every agreement Covenant, Article and Clause 
herein contained on the part of the said Robert William 
Elliston & his Assigns to be observed and Performed 
shall cease determine and be at an End any 
Covenant Article Agreement or thing hereinbefore 








APPENDIX N (A-F) 
STANFIEID'S SCENERY 1816-58 
Given the nature of the 19th century "stock" system and of available 
sources - principally playbills and advertisements - it is hopeless to 
suppose that any general scenic inventory can be complete or accurate. 
The following lists (A - E) therefore largely represent Stanfield's 
advertised output augmented where possible with items from other sources. 
0000000a00+0000000000 
A. Shows and Scenes; a Chronological Checklist. 
Column 1, gives the theatre, show title and date of first night or 
earliest known performance. No general attempt has been made to 
olassify types of show save where the name of the author or nature 
of the piece specifically clarifies the scenic context; Drury Lane 
pantomimes are marked (p). 
Column 2, gives scenic attributions in the following order: - 
(1) Names of painters involved, in order as given by the bills; 
'CS t signifies Stanfield 
'DR' signifies Roberts 
'as' signifies "assistants", "assisted by" 
(L) after the painters' names signifies that the bill lists the 
scenery but does not attribute it. 
(2) Act and/or scene number, and titles of all scenes wholly or partly 
by Stanfield. Those wholly by him are merely listed$ those shared 
are followed by "CS + he initial of his co-worker(s)]". 
The listing includes scenes attributed generally to "Stanfield and 
assistants" and to Stanfield plus one other named painter. In 
the first case one may assume he was responsible; in the second, 
which particularly applies to work with Tomkins, the assumption 
is that work was shared. The details of the longer panoramas 
and dioramas are given in Section B following. In certain cases 
scenes by-other painters have been listed where this illuminates 
a particular context. 
(3) A numerical summary of the total scenery for each show by all 
painters is given at the end of each entry. The figures for 
Stanfield are collated in Section D following. 
27;. 
example, Gog and Magog (p), 26 Dec. 1822. 
(cS3; M5, + L+-H3; Ml; N3, + A+RI; Al, +R4) 
i. e. Stanfield 3 scenes; Marinari 5 scenes, Marinari, Luppino. 
and Hollogan 3 scenes; Roberts 1 scene; Nasaiyth 3 scenes, 
Nasmyth, Andrews and Read 1 scene; Andrews 1 scene, Andrews 
and Read 4 scenes. 
A number here followed by "na" indicates scene(s) not attributed. 
Column 4, Sources. The main source has been the Theatre Museum playbill 
collection and only the variants to this are indicated - principally 
the numbered playbill volumes in the British Library. 
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32 4. 
APPENDIX IV (C) 
Unplaced scenes 
Drury Lane c. 1827-28; drop scene of the Sibyls' Temple from a 
picture by Glover (Library of the Fine Arts (NS) vol. iii March 
1834 p. 411). Probably the same as the 1826 drop scene attributed 
by Foote as deriving from a picture by Claude. 
Her Majesty's; ? date. Drop scene of London Bridge (Athenaeum, 
25th May 1867, p. 693). Doubtful. 
Tae Ming Theatre, Shanghai, 8 March 1854 (PB TM) an amateur performance 
of A Fast Train-High Pressure-Express and The Practical Man, "The 
Scenery by Mr Clarkson Stanfield"; bill on silk by an amateur 
company using Dickensian and Theatrical pseudonyms. Improbable. 
A scene or diorama for James Winston referred to in CS to Winston, 
8th Jan 1831 (New York Public Lib. Ms. Div. ). 
. .................. 
325. 
APPEMIX IV (D) 
Numerical Su rffes 
1. Work attributed to Stanfield on Drury Lane bills, 26 Dec. 1822 - 
26 Dec 1834. Shared Scenes count as onej these figures (exo. * and **) 
form the basis of Tables 4 and 5 in the text. 
Season Shows Scenes Pano's/Dio's 
Dec 1822-23* 4 12 2 
1823-24 7 18 2 
1824-25 10 28 1 
1825-26 9 37 1 
1826-27 5 18 - 
1827-28 6 14 1 
1828-29 5 10 1 
1829-30 5 16 1 
1830-31 6 1 1 
1831-32 6 10 1 
1832-33 11 10 2 
1833-34 9 5 1 
1834-Dec** 2 - - 
Totals 85 179 12 
2. Total theatrical work attributable to Stanfield (1) 1816-34 (2) 1837-58. 
Includes information from sources other than bills, as noted in 
Appendix N(A). Items marked * include advisory work for Macready. 
Theatre/date' Shows Scenes Front Pano's/Dio's 
drops (all types) 
(1) East London 1816-19 6 33 
Highgate 1817 1" 
Coburg 1818,1821-23 47 145 1 
Astley's 1819-21 21 171 1 
Edinburgh Pantheon 1820 2 
Edinburgh Theatre Royal 1821 3 1 
Drury Lane 1822-34 86 186 3 12 
Birmingham Theatre Royal 1824 1 1 
Fitzroy, Tottenham St. o. Jan- 
Feb. 1834 1 
(2) Covent Garden 1837,1839 2" 1* 2 
Drury Lane 1842-43 4* 5 
Her Majesty's 1846 1 
Princess's 1847 1 
Olympic 1855 1 
Adelphi 1858 1 
174 542 8 16 
32 6. 
APPENDIX IV (E) 
Non-Theatrical Scenic Work 
N. B. Sources are only included for points not mentioned in Ch-4. Dates, 
titles, entrepreneurs and known venues in left hand column; artists and 
scenic details to the right. 
1824 
The Bombardment of Algiers (1816) 
Moving panorama; 
painted, June-July 1824, for 
J. B. Laidlaw. 
London showing not traced. 
Liverpool, York Hotel, Tarleton St., 
(25 Feb to 11 June 1825). 
Rotterdam (Summer, to mid September 1825) 
Amsterdam, Leidseplein (mid-Nov. 1825 
to mid-March 1826) 
Cologne, Horst's Domhof (May 1827) 
1826 
"Poecilorama"; 
at the F, gyptian Hall, Piccadilly, 
Opened mid-February; 
(. Altick Shows, p. 213) 
CS9 DR (? others) 
The city before the Battle; 
the Bay, Batteries, approach of 
British and Dutch Fleet with 
flag of truce; the Battle at 
Midnight; the fire ships exploding; 
the City and Algerine fleet 
on fire; the Lightning which 
struck the city; the City in 
ruins, boats. bringing off the 
slaves; the Batteries demolished; 
the Beach crowded with the 
inhabitants; the Dey of Algiers 
and his Ministers in the ruins; 
Wounded Algerine Chiefs in 
National Costumes. 
(9 views, divisions not clear; 
description suamarised from 
Liverpool Mercury, 25.2.1825). 
CS; ", 
View of Rouen (with dioramtc 
thunderstoin, * rainbow, sunshine 
effect); Netley Abbey (with 
dioramic moonrise); Castle of 
Chillon; Lindisfarne; Plain 
of Turin with the distant Alps; 
London in 1590. 
327. 
The Ruins of an Italian Abbey 
by Moonlight 
An outdoor set piece, illuminated CS. 
and including a moonlight transparency. 
Designed and built for Gye and Hughes 
at Vauxhall Gardens; first shown 
24th July 1826. 
1828 
The Battle of Navarino (1827) 
"Diorama", (i. e. moving panorama with 
dio. effects) 
Painted Dec-Jan 1827/28 for J. B. Iaidlaw 
Shown in Saxony (? Dresden) 
Prussia (? Berlin) 
Holland (? Amsterdam) 
? Hamburg (summer 1828) 
CS9 DR, Tomkins, J. W. Allen; 
included a view of Constantinople. 
Hull, Olympic Circus, 
(26 Aug - 29 Oct 1828) 
Amsterdam (Sept 1829) 
Stationary dioramic views 
for "The British Diorama", at the 
Royal (later Queen's) Baazar, 73 Oxford 
Street, prop. Thomas Hamlet. 
Painted, ? late 1827, 
for. opening 8 March 1828 
(beeRoberts Ms. ff. 53- 4 and Life p. 28; 
Literary Gazette, 8.3.1828) 
1829 
20 April (priv. view 18th) 
Roberts began work on view 4, in 
October 1828 (Roberts Ms. f. 55). 
CS9 DR: 
19 Lake Maggiore, Italy; CS. 
2, Interior of St George's 
Chapel, Windsor; M. 
3, Wreck of an Indianian and 
Storm on the Coast; CS. 
4, Ruins of Tintern Abbey by 
Moonlight; DR. 
CS, DR; 
1, City of York and the 
Cathedral on Fire; CS 
2, Temple of Appollinopolis; DR 
3, Eatrance to the Village of 
Virex, Italy; CS 
4, Interior of the Church of St. 
Sauveur, Caen; DR 
(Diorama and pictures destroyed 
by fire 27.5.1829) 
328. 
1830 
Stationary dioramic views for the 
re-built "British Diorama", 
prop. R. R. Reinagle. 
First shown in April, ? Easter; 
(Gents, Mag. May 1830 p. 447; 
bills in John Johnson Coll., Dios Box 3) 
1834-35 
Date of first showing uncertain 
cs ,L _/ Arrowsmith, 
r! 
Allen; 
1, The Pass of Brian9on; CS 
2, A View in Venice; T C7 
3, Interior of Durham Cathedral; 
na. 4, The Thames Tunnel; na. 
CS; E. Lambert; 
"The Four following New and 
Splendid Diorama Views now 
exhibiting at the Queen's Bazaar 
all 
"Ruins of Melrose Abbey, by 
Moonlight. Interior of the 
Basilico of St. Francis. 
The Pass of Briancon, by 
Mr. Stanfield. The Destruction 
of the House of Lords and 
Commons by Fire Z16.10.18347 
by Mr E Lambert. " 
(Bills 583f in the John 
Johnson Coll., Dio's Bcx 3). 
................. 
329. 
APPENDIX 17 (F) 
STANFIELD AND THE DMISW AMATEUR PERFORMANCES 
The great quantity of information that exists on the Dickens amateurs has 
yet to be satisfactorily correlated into a comprehensive whole. Publication 
of the relevant parts of the Pilgrim Edition of The Letters of Charles Dickens 
(M. House, 0. Storey, K. Tillotson eds.; Oxford 1965, and continuing) will 
immeasurably advance the possibility of doing this; so far, the nearest 
approach to an overall view, has been that of Walter Dexter, who has in 
particular sorted. out the various confusions of dates, venues and tours in 
his articles entitled For One Night Only (The Dickensian vol. xaacv, (1939), 
pp"231-42; vol. xxxvi, (1939-4O), pp. 20-30,90-102,129-35,193-9; vol. rii, 
(19k0), pp"7-11). 
Of the other works dealing with Stanfield's participation, J. W. T. Ley The 
Dickens Circle, (London 1918) is of general value and devotes a chapter 
to "Noble Old Stanny"; T. E. Pemberton's Dickens and the Stage, (London 1888), 
3. J. Adair Fitzgerald's Dickens and The Drama, (London 1910), and 
F. D. Fawcett's Dickens the Dramatist, (London 1952), cover the general 
context of the amateur performances. 
R. L. Brannan in Under the Management of Mr Charles Dickens, (Ithaca, N. Y., 1966) 
deals specifically with The Frozen Deep and, from a practical viewpoint, 
gives a valuable picture of the Dickens' staging and a comprehensive list 
of sources. 
The following list has been compiled largely by reference to the above works, 
to Forster's Life of Charles Dickens (ed. J. W. T. Ley, London 1928) and Dexter's 
Nonesuch Edition of The Letters of Charles Dickens, (3 vols., London 1938). 
Only first venues and dates of first performance are given; for the 
subsequent history of the shows see Dexter For One Night Only, as above. 
............. . 
330. 
Date, venue, play 
20 Sept. 1845 
Miss Kelly's Theatre 
Dean St., Soho 
Every Man in his Humour 
(B. Jonson) 
3 Jan. 1846 
Miss Kelly's Theatre 
The Elder Brother 
(J. Fletcher) 
16 May 1851 
Devonshire House 
Not so Bad as we Seem 
(E. Bulwer-Lytton) in aid of 
the Guild of Literature and Art. 
ý. 
Artist(s), scenery, related 
Stanfield illustrations 
CS cast as Downright; rehearsed twice 
then "took fright and ... ran away", 
(Forster, p. 382); Organised unspecified 
scenery, lighting and stage 
management, (Pilgrim Letters, vol. k, 
p. 332 et seq. ) His watercolour portrait 
of Dickens as Bobadil in I. 3, was Lot 7 
in Mrs Stanfield's sale (Christie's 
23.3.1876) and is now in the 
Garrick Club, (p1.6k). 
Caricature ink sketch of John Forster 
in costume in the Stanfield Papers (pl. 63); 
repr. in Dickensian, vol. lxiv, (1968), 
p. 150. Identified by Anthony Burton in-- 
Forster on the Stage, (Dickensian, 
vol. lxx, (1974), p. 184) as showing 
Forster as Charles in 17.2 of this piece. 
See Macready, Diaries, 
_vol. 
2.3.1.1846. 
CS, T. Pitt, J. Absolon, T. Grieve, 
W. Telbin, L. Haghe, David Roberts. 
1, Lord Wilmot's Lodgings; TP. 
2, "The Murillo"; JA. 
3, Sir Geoffrey Thornsides Library; TP. 
4, Will's Coffee-House; TP. 
5, The Streets and Deadman's Lane; TO. 
6, The Distrest Poet's Garret (after r- 
Hogarth); TP. 
7, The Mall in the Park; WT. 
8, An Open Spaoe near the River; C3. 
331. 
9, Tapestry Chamber in Deadman's lane; 
Iii 
10, The Act Drop; M. 
The stage-right side of CS's scene, 
showing a Thames-side windmill, 
appears in the view of the performance 
of this date before the Queen, engr., 
in the Illustrated London News, 
24.5.1851, p. 439. 
15 June 1855 
Tavistock House (Dickens') 
The Lighthouse CS; 
(W. Collins, 2 acts) Scene for both acts the interior of 
" the lighthoiz e. Partially illustrated 
in Illustrated Times*-engraving of 
performance at Camden House, 10.7.1855; 
repr. by Dexter in Dickensian, 
vol. zi. vi, p. 194. 
zt. 7. ias5 
Act Drop; "The Eddystone Lighthouse" 
(with practicable lantern cut; 
p1.65). Engr., in Illustrated London 
News, 21.7.1855, p"76. 
Cut down to 103 x 105 ins. and framed 
by Dickens; hung at Tavistook House 
and Gad'a H+11. Lot 37 in his sale 
(Christie's, 1870); bt. R. Attenborough 
£1039.10x. To Albert Grant; sold 
Christie's 1877; bt. Agnew £787.10s. 
for Ld. Iveagh (Kenwood); pres. to 
Dickens House, Doughty St., 1951. 
6 Jan. 1857 
Tavistock House 
The Frozen Deep CS, Telbin, as. by the Dansons and 
(W. Collins) Grieve (Ror. ster p. 628; Nonesuch Letters 
vol. 2, p. 611. ) 
I., Room in a Country House; T. 
II. Hut in the Arctic Regions; CS as. 
by 'Danson'. 
III. Cavern on the Coast of Newfound- 
land; CS as. by Dana cr&. Engr. in 
Illustrated London Newa. 17.1.1857. 
.............. 
332. 
Act- drop; as for The Lighthouse , 
(Brannan, p, 56). "An Arctic Scene; 
illustrating The Frozen Deep", 
and "A Man of War, with a boat" - 
Stanfield's framed and cut-down 
cloths from The Frozen Deep, Acts II 
and III, were sold to R. Attenborough at 
Dickens' sale (lot 38; ¬157.108; 
lot 39 ¬183.15x); both had been hung 
at Gad's Hill, (Forster, p. 654; 
Lawrence, Bristol Notebooks, vol. 7, 




Stanfield and the National Gallery Cleaning Controversy, 1846-53 
Apart from a testimonial letter in praise of Messrs Winsor and Newton's 
watercolours, Stanfield nowhere published any views on painting or his 
practice in its various branches; nor does his correspondence add anything 
to this vacuum. 
However, some record of his opinions and points of his easel practice 
survives in the transcript of his evidence before the Parliamentary 
Select Committee on the National Gallery, 1853, here reproduced. 
The events leading to the Committee hearing began in 1846 when a letter 
appeared in The Times, castigating the recent cleaning of four old master 
works in the Gallery; this had been undertaken by John Seguier, the restorer, 
at the behest of Charles Eastlake (Keeper 1844-47). The works were: 
Peace and War by Rubens, The Boar Hunt by Velasquez, Bacchus and Ariadne 
by Titian and a Landscape with cattle and figures by Cuyp. 
The key to the outcry over the cleaning was simple. The Gallery had been 
open since 1824; conditions of exhibition were far from ideal and many of 
the works were, even before entering the Gallery, in a doubtful state. By 
1846, twenty years of London dirt and coats of thick 'preservative' varnish 
had further reduced the pictures to a rich uniform brown colour. Artistic 
fashion and habituation had led many to regard this with some awe as the 
painters' original intention, but even the more knowing were not prepared 
for the brilliant, even garish colours that were exposed when the amalgam 
of varnish and dirt was stripped off. Rather than re-assess their own 
understanding of old master works, several vociferous critics preferred 
to accuse the Gallery of over-cleaning. 
Early in 1847 the Gallery Trustees accepted a report from Fastlake justifying 
the cleaning. In this he included the corroborative opinions of several 
independent authorities, including five Royal Academicane; Mulready, Etty, 
Iandseer, Uwins and Stanfield who wrote as follows: 
Mornington Place, 26 December 1846 
Icy dear Eastlake 
After a close inspection of the pictures that have been last 
clean by Mr Seguier in the National Gallery, I feel assured 
that no particle of the glazing has been touched and that 
nothing but the accumulated varnish and dirt of years has been 
removed from any of them. 
The restoration of the pictures to their present state of 
pristine brilliancy by the removal of the intervening medium 
of impurities through which we have hitherto been accustomed 
to view them, is alone, in my opinion, the cause of the present 
outcry and nothing can be more unjustifiable than the attack made on 
Mr Seguier, in whose judgement in these matters every painter in the 
Academy, and most of them out, have the fullest reliance. 
Believe me &c. 
C Stanfield 
3,;. 
Eastlake was careful to point out that Stanfield was, in giving this 
opinion, Curator of the Pictures at-Greenwich Hospital, a post he-had 
held since October 1844 (Ms Minutes of the Trustees of the National Gallery, 
Vol I, 1st Feb 1847; p. 18 of printed Minutes). 
For a while controversy raged but as the new varnish on the cleaned works 
mellowed so did the argument. There was however, wider discussion about 
other aspects of the Gallery policy and administration and when in 1852 
the new KeeperýThomas Uwins, had nine more works cleaned by Seguier, the 
whole argument blew up again and the Select Committee was instructed to 
make a thorough investigation. 
The relevant works this time were The Queen of Sheba, Isaac and 
Rebecca and the Annunciationtyr Claude, a small View in Venice now called 
The Stonemasons Yard) and a View on the Grand Canal by Canaletto. 
As one of those who had earlier expressed an opinion, Stanfield was called 
before the Committee on 23rd May 1853 and was questioned at length. 
With the advantage of hindsight the cleaning methods were drastic and 
modern opinion would certainly agree with Stanfieldä cautious views on the 
need for a rational, careful approach. On the other hand the 'anti-cleaning' 
argument was founded on aesthetic misunderstanding and was raised against 
the Gallery's clear duty to preserve the works in its charge by whatever 
means it thought necessary. 
The Committee Report and Minutes made a valuable contribution to improvements 
in cleaning by airing the problems involved. The Gallery's actions were 
nonetheless vindicated and in subsequent reorganisation Eastlake was 
appointed its first Director (1855). 
Sources: from the Select Committee on the National Gal 
House of commons 4th August 1853 pp" 
... F. Hurlstone et al: Protest and Counter-statement inst the Report 
J. R. Smith, London 1855) Pp. 22- 
Norman Brommeile: Controversy in 1846, Museums Journal. vol. lvi, 
Feb. 1957, pp. 257-62 
David Robertson: Sir Charles Eastlake and the Victorian Art World 
(Princeton 1978), p. 290 
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Clarkson Stan. sfieldZp-ic Esq. , R. A., called in; and Ermined 
3592. Chainan Lolonel Mur7 I Believe you are a Royal Academician 
and the author of a number of highly popular pictures; and that you gave 
an opinion some years ago, which was printed in the minutes of the Trustees 
of the National Gallery, as to the effect produced upon the four 
pictures which were then cleaned by Mr Seguier? - I wrote to Sir Charles 
Eastlake upon the subject. 
. 3593. And expressed yourself favourably with regard to the result 
of that operation? -I certainly thought that the pictures were very much 
improved by what was done to them at that time. 
3594. I. suppose you are well acquainted with the pictures-in the 
gallery, having had your attention so often called to them? -I cannot 
say I am; my experience of old pictures is very slight. I have studied 
landscapes chiefly. 
3595. I believe the National Gallery possesses some of the finest 
landscapes in the world, does it not? - Those, of course, I have looked 
at attentively. 
3596. You are acquainted with the nine pictures that have been lately 
cleaned in the gallery? - Certainly. 
3597. Do you remember the condition in which they were before they 
were cleaned? - Yes. 
3598. Did it ever strike you, on looking at them, that they stood much. 
in need of cleaning? -I thought some of them certainly did. 
. 3599. Could you specify some of those that, in your opinion, most 
required cleaning? - The Claudes did not appear to me so bright as they 
ought to be; there were some patches of varnish upon them which I thought 
wanted removing. 
3600. Have you examined the pictures since they have been cleaned, with 
reference to their previous state? -I have. 
3601. And what is your opinion as to their present condition? -I 
think that what has been done has been merely to remove the varnish which 
has been accumulating for years upon them. I think the tone is not so rich 
as it was; but I have not the least doubt that that tone will be restored 
in time, and I form this conclusion because the extremities of the trees 
next the sky and the foliage generally is as perfect as ever I remember it. 
The same observation applies to the rigging of the ships and small details 
of that kind, which I do not see the least alteration in; therefore I 
cannot fancy that the general work of the picture can be injured at all by 
the cleaning. 
3602. You are of opinion that those details to which you allude would 
have been among the first parts of the picture to go, if it had been 
subjected to a process of careless or unskilful cleaning? - Almost certainly; 
because they are painted on skies which are hard; they do not all dry 
together, and would be the easiest to remove, like all details generally. 
3603. Do you consider that any of those portions of the picture, 
after having been painted in their substantial form, were subjected to any 
finer process of finishing by glazing, toning or otherwise by the original 
master? - Very probably; but I do not miss that in the pictures at present; 
the only one I have some doubt about is the smallest of the Canalettia. 
I think there has been some removal there of detail in the old shed, which 
I remember very well; it was a picture which I studied and looked at 
frequently. 
3604. You allude to the mason's shed, on the right hand side of the 
picture, do you not? - Yes. 
3605. The cross-beams that are seen there? - Yes; I think they are not 
so vigorous as I remember them. 
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3606. But with that exception, you are not of opinion that any 
portion of the original master's touch has been removed from any one of 
those pictures? - No, I do not think there has. 
3607. Are you yourself familiar with the technical process of picture 
cleaning at all? - No, I cannot say I am. 
3608. Have you ever been in the habit of subjecting your own works, 
or pictures your own property, to, that process? - No, not to a regular 
process of cleaning. 
3609. Are you of opinion generally, that it is not advisable to 
subject the pictures of the National Gallery, which are public property, 
to any process of the nature of which the trustees are not fully aware? 
-I do not think it should be kept secret; I think the more knowledge of 
that kind that is diffused the better for us all. 
3610. Do you think that it is the duty of the directors of the 
gallery to require that-they should be. distinctly apprised of the nature 
of the process to be employed, and also that it is more or less the duty 
of every picture-cleaner to state to what process he means to subject 
pictures with which he is entrusted? - Certainly. 1 
3611. Do you not think it advisable, not only with a view to prevent 
injury to the pictures, but also in order to satisfy the public that every 
care is taken, that some'person should be appointed as a salaried and 
responsible officer of the gallery, who should also be a practised picture- 
leaner, and who would be responsible under and with the directors for the 
state of the pictures? - Certainly, I thought Mr. Seguier held that office, 
and he certainly is a very efficient man. ' 
3612. You would not think it desirable that the picture-cleaner of 
the gallery should be a gentlemen merely called in and employed frag time 
to time? -I think not. 
3613. And you would not think it advisable that the picture-cleaner 
of the gallery should be the gentleman consulted as to whether a picture 
should be cleaned or not? - No; I think I should refer the question to 
a painter, in the first instance. 
3614. And the picture-cleaner might be consulted by that painter as 
to the state of the picture, and the mode-of cleaning? - Yes. 
3615. Mr. ESwarg Though you would make him a salaried officer, you 
would not exclude him from practising on other pictures? - No. 
3616. You would not have his practice restricted to the gallery 
alone? -I would not let him neglect the gallery for any other work he 
might have to do; but I cannot see that it would interfere at all with his 
carrying on other work, and the very experience he would gain by it would 
be an advantage. 
3617. Chairma 7 Has your attention been directed at all to what has 
been called the gallery varnishin the course of this inquiry? -I have heard 
it talked of; it is a dark rich varnish which is apt to get darker, I 
believe, sooner than the other varnishes that are used. 
3618. Are you in the habit of varnishing your own pictures? - Not 
until some years after they had been painted. 
3619. Do you always do it yourself? - Yes; I always do it myself. 
Lord Lansdowne has a large collection of my works at Bowood; the first of the 
series was painted ab out 20 years ago, and I only varnished those pictures 
two years since. 
3620. Your large picture of the Battle of Trafalgar in the United 
Service Club was varnished by you, was it not? - Yes. 
3621. What varnish did you use? - Mastic. 
3622. Are you in the habit of using any other? - No; mastic with a 
little oil to prevent its chilling, is what I generally use. 
3623. Is there a little oil mixed with the mastic varnish that there 
is upon the Trafalgar picture? - Yes; that picture is very much injured 
by gas; it is exposed to a great glare of gas, which has injured it very 
much. 
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3624. Have you been sensible of any mischievous results from miring 
oil with mastic varnish? - No, but I varnish very little; I never varnish 
a sky. 
3625. Have you not varnished the sky in the Trafalgar picture? - Yea; 
but in that-picture there is a great deal of dark smoke and clouds. When I 
speak of skies, I mean bright and light skies. I generally avoid varnishing 
as much as I can. 
3626. Then the result of your opinion as to these pictures is that, 
with the exception of the View in Venice, which is damaged in some parts 
by the process of cleaning,. the cleaning has not been prejudicial'to the 
effect of the pictures? - Certainly not. 
3627. And has not been i*njurioua to the original touch of the 
master? - No. 
3628. Mr. Charteri] You have stated that you have not studied these 
pictures in the National Gallery much; that you were not very conversant 
with the works of the old masters; and that you had not studied those 
pictures in particular: do you, from your previous knowledge of them, feel 
competent to give an opinion whether or not they have been injured in the 
minute details to which reference has been made? - Yes, I think I may; 
because when I spoke of my ignorance I did it in reference to my not 
possessing the information that I know many gentlemen belonging to the 
Academy have. I should refer to Mr. Dyce at once as a very great authority,, 
and also to Sir Charles Eastlake himself. I have not their experience in 
Italian works of art, but still the pictures that are before us I have 
looked at with admiration, and I know that if there is any material injury 
done to them I should detect it as soon as any one. 
3629. Mr. EwartJ You have observed the landscapes particularly, 
have you not? - Yea. 
3630. Mr. Charteri] Have you studied the works of the old masters 
minutely, so as to become acquainted with their characteristics and methods 
of working? - Not minutely; but I have studied the pictures of Titian and 
other painters, and know the difference"between the Venetian school and the 
Roman. 
3631. That is, you have studied them sufficiently to understand the 
difference between the Venetian and the Roman schools; do I understand 
you to say so? - More as to their character, colour, and tone than their 
process of painting. 
3632. Are you well acquainted with the works of Claude? - Yes. 
3633. As a landscape painter you have studied Claude, have you not? 
- Yes. 
3624. And especially as a landscape marine painter, you have studied 
naturally Claude's marine pictures? - Yea. 
3635. Have you by that study become at all acquainted with Claude's 
method of working, colouring, and so forth? - Yes, I think he was a very 
fair painter; that is, that he used no trickery. I think he glazed less 
than any painter; I think his pictures might be cleaned with greater safety; 
there are some pictures that I should be very careful indeed about. 
3636. You say you consider him to have been a fair painter, and you 
think he used less trickery than other painters, and less glazing. Am I 
to understand by that that you consider glazing unfair, and a species of 
trickery in painting? - No, I do not mean that; but I know that various 
painters, Sir Joshua Reynolds for one, used various glazings that it was 
unsafe to use; as, for instance, asphaltums, and things of that kind, which 
is dangerous always. Now Claude always appeared to me to be a pure painter, 
his colours were simple and pure; he used the very beat materials he could 
get; he used ultramarine to a great extent in his pictures; all his 
distances, buildings, and trees were painted so; we do not do so generally, 
but confine it to sky and distance. I an talking of landscapes, but he 
used it in his greens also, and all through his pictures. 
3637. Do you think he used glazings? - Yes; judiciously and with 
care, and at the right time. 
3638. You have referred to Sir Joshua Reynolds' use of asphaltums; 
the evil of that is that they crack and run away in some cases, do they 
not? - Yes. 
---, I-- 
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3639. In the same way as a picture by Hilton, in the National 
Gallery, has done? - Yes, from the same cause. 
3640. From the same cause the-eye of one of the figures in that 
picture fell down to the bottom of it, did it not? -I have heard so. 
3641. From your knowledge of the ancient masters, do you believe that 
they used that species of trickery at all? -I think that Titian must have 
used asphaltum. 
3642. Bat as like effects are apt to be produced by like causes, 
should we not anticipate the same effect to be produced in course of time 
in pictures of the Venetian school, if asphaltum had been used, in the same 
way'as we see it has been used in the pictures of Sir Joshua Reynolds? 
-. There is a great difference in the method of mim the asphaltum. Sir 
David Wilkie had a peculiar way of mixing his asphaltum, which he used with 
great skill, and I think safety; he first mixed the asphaltum well with 
drying oil, and then added a due proportion of mastic varnish to it; 
whereas the common practice is to mix the oil and varnish together first, 
which painters call maguylp, and then add it to the asphaltum, when it never 
thoroughly dries; but I still think it unsafe, and had better be avoided in 
any form. 
3643. Having, as you say, as a landscape painter, and especially as 
a marine landscape painter, studied particularly the works of Claude, what 
do you consider to be the great pecularities of that master? - Great purity 
of light, for one thing. 
3644. Bat in describing a picture by Claude, for instance, a marine 
landscape, and comparing it with a marine landscape by Verret, if you were. 
giving a lecture at the Royal Academy to the students, what distinctions 
would you draw; in what respect would you point out to them the 
superiority of Claude to the works of Vernet? -I should say that he was 
superior to Vernet in mind, in composition, and in every quality that 
makes a painter. 
3645" Do you think that he was remarkable for his harmony? - Yes. 
3646. For aerial perspective? - Yes. 
3647. For general glow and tone? - Yes. 
3648. You knew the Queen of Sheba, by Claude, before it was cleaned, 
did you not? - Yes. 
3649. Did you consider it to possess all moose qualities then? -I 
probably liked it better, because I like a toned picture. 
3650. Did you consider that picture before it was cleaned to possess 
all those qualities to which I have alluded, and which are the main 
characteristics of Claude's works? - Yes. 
3651. You have seen the picture lately; do you consider it still to 
possess those qualities? - Yes. 
3652. You consider that they have not been removed by the cleaning? - 
No; probably I should again say, that I think I liked it better before, 
because I preferred it with that tone of varnish over it. 
3653" You consider that those qualities to which I have referred 
have not been removed? -I think not. 
3654. Then as Claude was a painter, whose peculiarities were such as 
we have heard described, and that picture being, I think, in your opinion 
a fine specimen of that painter, it must be still remarkable for its 
harmony of tone, and for the brilliancy and glow of its colouring and for the 
perfection of its aerial perspective? - Yes. 
3655. There is another picture by Claude in the same room likewise, 
called the Saint Ursula, either a sunrise or a sunset; do you consider that 
picture to be in a preferable state to that of the Queen of Sheba Claude or 
not? - No. 
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3656. You consider it not to be in a preferable state? - No. 
3637. Do you consider that the Saint Ursula Claude would be improved 
by cleaning; and would you prefer to see*it in the state in which that 
Claude picture is now? -I have before stated, that I an fond of a deep- 
toned picture; the varnish on those pictures did not annoy me at all; but 
Ia certain that if they were allowed to go on varnishing and varnishing 
one coat over the other, without removing it, the pictures, at no distant 
period, would be rained. 
3658. You stated in a previous answer that you considered the 
St. Ursula would be improved by cleaning? - Yes, for its safety alone. 
3659" You also stated that you considered it would be improved in 
its appearance, and that it would be more agreeable to the eye if it were 
cleaned than it is in its present state? -I think that in a very few 
months-it will recover its tone again. 
3660. I want to understand what you mean by "recovering its tone"; 
to you mean that after a few months it would return to the state in which 
it now is? - No; it is a cleaned picture now. 
3661. Are you talking of the St. Ursula or the queen of Sheba? - The 
Queen of Sheba. - 3662. My question was as to the St. Ursula?. - No; nor would I wish 
to see it return to it. 
3663. You have said that the St. Ursula, in your opinion, requires 
cleaning? - Yea. 
` 3664. Then you consider that it would be improved by cleaning, and you 
would wish to see that picture brought to the state in which the Queen of 
Sheba Claude now is? - Yes; for the safety of the picture, I am sure it is 
necessary that the cleaning should take place after a certain lapse of years. 
3665. After how many years do you think the picture should be cleaned? 
- From the time that Claude painted that picture up to this, the picture 
might be cleaned with perfect safety; there could be nothing removed to injure 
it, unless the picture was scrubbed out. Of course you may damage a 
picture, but I talk now of an experienced cleaner. 
3665. Then I am to understand that if you had the charge of the 
National Gallery, and were responsible for the state and condition of the 
pictures, you would subject the St. Ursula Claude to the process of 
cleaning, and endeavour to bring it to the state in which the Queen of 
Sheba Claude now is; am I to understand that? -I should use my own 
discretion certainly with regard to it. 
3667. But I wish to know how you would use your discretion, supposing 
you were in the position I have described, with reference to this 
particular picture, which you say requires cleaning? -. I would have it 
cleaned, certainly. 
3668. You gave some opinions with reference to some pictures that 
were cleaned in 1844; now I would refer you to that picture by Rubens, 
called the "Judgment of Paris", were you acquainted with that picture before 
it was cleaned? -I have seen it. 
3669. Did you consider it to require cleaning? - Yes. 
3670. Did you consider it improved by the process of cleaning? - Very 
much. 
3671. What do you consider its present state to be? -I think it in 
a very good state. 
3672. Do you consider it now in a satisfactory condition? - Yes. 
3673. Naturally, if cleaning is a process that improves pictures, 
that is to say, when judiciously done, the picture which is last cleaned 
ought to be in the most perfect state, should is-not? - Yes. 
3674. Supposing two pictures by the same master to be equally good 
specimens, that picture which has, 
-last 
been cleaned, if the cleaning has 
been judiciously done, ought to be in the preferable state of the two, 
should it not? - The last cleaned picture, certainly. 
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3675. There are two pictures by Rubens in the gallery, the Judgment 
of Faris, which you consider required cleaning, and which you say was 
improved by cleaning, which was cleaned in 1844; and the picture opposite 
it, the Rape of the Sabines, by the same master, which was cleaned more 
than 20 years ago; which of those two pictures do you consider now to be in 
the preferable state and condition? -I think the one a much finer picture than the other. 
3676. Which do you consider the finest picture? -I like the Rape of the Sabines. 
'3677. 
Then you do not think the comparison can hold good? - Not quite. 3678. But you consider the Judgment of Paris to be in as satisfactory 
a condition as that icture can be? - Yes; I think it is. 3679 Mr. Evart' Do you consider that the shade on the water in the 
Queen of Sheba Claude has suffered from the cleaning? - No, I cannot see it myself. 
3680. Mr. Hamiltos7 As a painter of eminence and character, the 
construction of paints has been a subject of study with you, has it not? - As far as my own works go, I have used great care and precaution in what 
I use. 
3681. What I mean is, whether you have a knowledge of chemistry, so 
far as it applies to the construction of paints? - Not very great; our 
colouzmen are all experienced chemists; I think that we may trust them 
fairly. 
3682. You are not prepared to state, from a knowledge of chemistry, 
what the effect, chemically, of any particular solvent would be on varnish 
or upon paint? - No, I am not. There is one thing that it depends much 
upon; the time at which you varnish the picture. If you varnish a 
picture painted only a month ago the great chances are that it will crack, 
there is little doubt that it will. It separates the colour, and has the 
effect of drawing it into tches. . 3683. Mr. M. MilnesAAs a marine painter, would you say that the 
effect of the water in the Queen of Sheba picture has been injured by clean- 
ing) -I think not; as far as I remember the picture it has not been 
injured at all. I have looked at that particularly, and remember it well. 
3684. The perspective of the water you do not think injured? -I do 
not at all. 
3685. Have you noticed the effect of the water in the picture by 
Canaletti of the Grand Canal? - Yes; that picture I have known for many 
years; I knew it when Lord Farnborough had it, and it has always been under 
Mr. Seguier's care. 
3686. Does it appear to you that the water there, in front, especially 
the part where the colouring of the water is so strongly defined, has been 
scrubbed too much? -I think it is as Canaletti left it; I do really. It 
was his peculiar touch which is not very agreeable, and you see it a little 
plainer probably now, from the varnish that has been removed. 
3687. Has not that peculiarity, in itself not a good one, been 
rendered very prominent by the excessive cleaning which that picture has 
undergone? - By the removal of dirt and varnish I have no doubt it has. 
3688. It has been stated that in the Queen of Sheba the rigging 
has been much injured, and that there is the appearance of the ropes having 
been broken; do you think there is any ground for that supposition? - No, 
I remember it before; and there are some little places which were there, 
I remember before it was cleaned perfectly well. 
3689. In painting the rigging of a ship yourself, would your ropes 
be continuous ropes, or would they have`interruptions'which wouldýbe visible 
under a very close investigation? - Generally they are uninterrupted, in one 
continuous line; but it is done in a very thin delicate colour, above a 
sky generally, and would be removed the very first thing. I should always 
warn cleaners of that. 
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3690. Do you think that if the friction had been at all violent that 
rigging would not only have been injured but-might have totally 
disappeared? -I should think it impossible to do an injury and remove 
the tone from that sky, which is said to be the case, without doing so; 
I do not think you could. 
3691. Lord W. Graham? You know the Cuyp which was cleaned in 1844? 
- Yes. 
3692. Do you think that the Queen of Sheba will recover its tone, 
and become like that Cuyp? - Yes; we must all allow that the Cuyp has 
recovered its tone. I think that the presence of Turner's picture has by 
its contrast made a very great alteration in its appearance; Turner's 
picture is - full of tone. 
.7 
Why should you wish to recove_ its tone if you 3693. Mr. Charteris 
consider it_in a more perfect state than it was in before it was cleaned, 
and to possess all those qualities for which the master was remarkable, and, 
in short, to be nearly in the same state as it was when it left his easel? 
- Because I am certain that, if that varnish and dirt had continued, that 
picture would have been ruined in time. 
3694. That may be a reason for cleaning it, lest it s1nuld be injured 
in the course of time by its becoming so begrimed with dirt that it eats 
into the colour, and becomes part of the picture itself; but if cleaning is 
a process which you describe as so advantageous to pictures as to make them 
brighter and more visible without destroying the peculiarities of the 
master, I want to know why you should wish that picture to become again 
less distinct and toned down? - Because it would be more agreeable; I think 
a fresh cleaned picture always looks raw; in fact it shows the defects; 
such as those which you observe in the Canaletti; in the execution of the 
water, for instance, which is always disagreeable to me. 
3695. You say it is disagreeable and raw; do you believe that the 
effect of that picture, when it left Claude's easel, was that it was a 
disagreeable and raw picture? - No. 
3696. Then, if the effect of the cleaning has been to render the 
picture disagreeable and raw, and therefore you hope it will recover and 
tone down; and if you consider that picture, when it left Claude's easel, 
was not raw and disagreeable in its effect, is it not a natural inference 
that it is the cleaning that has made it so, and that the cleaning 
therefore has been injurious? - No, I do. not think so. Perhaps I have used 
a wrong term in saying "raw" and "disagreeable", for we all paint for time 
to have some effect on our pictures;, for myself, I always like my pictures 
better after they have been painted. some years than I do at first; and I 
paint them brighter on that account,. because I think time subdues the glare 
of light and colour; they get tone themselves. 
3697. Then may I assume it to be your opinion that Claude painted in 
the same manner, and that this picture, when it left his easel, was in the 
state in which it now is? -I should, think, very, nearly. 
3698. But you say that, with reference to your own pictures, you paint 
with a view to the effect which time will have upon them? - In the hope 
that time will tone them down. 
3699. Supposing time had toned. down a picture of yours, with a view 
to which toning you had painted it, would you feel grateful to the man who 
removed that tone from it? - No; but if my picture got black, dirty, and in 
a filthy state, after two or three hundred years, I should be very thankful 
indeed to have it removed. 
3700. Then your picture would have to begin life again by being 
brought to the state in which it left your easel, in the hope that, in course 
of time its tone would be restored to it?. - That tone is recoverable within 
a short period. I think, after that lapse of years, dirt begins to show 
itself upon the surface of a picture, and becomes part of it. 
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3701. Therefore, with a view to your own fame in after ages, you 
would rather that your picture remained vncleaned, as long as the dirt, or 
whatever it was that had accumulated upon it, did not eat into the picture 
itself, and tend to injure and destroy it? - Not quite; if I saw dirt at 
any time beginning to act on a picture I*would have it removed immediately. 
3702. Even at the hazard of removing that' tone, to which you look for 
improving your picture in time to rome? - But I do not know that there is 
a necessity for that. 
3703. Has it not been removed in this case? - No, I think not; I am 
fond of a toned picture, and I think varnish gives that tone after a time. 
3704. But that tone has been removed in the'case of this Claude? - ý' Yes, but it will be recovered again. 
3705. Mr. M. Milnes] May we not infer, from what you have said, that 
you think the effect. of a certain amount of time, is to give to pictures an 
improvement of tone; but that when that time has so long continued that the 
pictures have become affected by dirt, it is more dangerous as regards the 
ultimate advantage of the picture that it should be allowed to go on getting 
dirty, than that it should be occasionally cleaned? - That is my meaning, 
but infinitely better expressed. 
3706. Mr. Charteri7 Do you consider, then, that the St. Ursula 
picture by Claude, which you say if you were keeper of the gallery you 
would clean, is in such a state of dirt as to endanger its safety? - Yes. 
3707. Mr. R. curri27 Is it in the condition you have just described 
"Black dirty, and in a filthy state"? -I did not say so in reference to 
that picture; I should say so of the picture by Gaspar Poussin. 
3708. Mr. Charteri But you consider it to be in such a state, that 
a due regard to the safety of the-picture requires that it should be 
cleaned? - Yes, but. with great care. 
3709. And if in after time, that beautiful landscape of your own, 
the "Victory" being towed into the Gibraltar Harbour,. were to be in the 
state in which the picture to which you have referred now is, and were to 
be in the National Gallery, your hope and wish would be, that the picture 
should be cleaned? -I should be very glad to see it with a good many of 
the qualities that time has given to that picture; and certainly if it 
got into a dirty state, I should be glad that it should be cleaned. 
3710. Mr. B. Wall With reference to the Queen of Sheba picture, I 
understood you to say you thought it would recover its tone in six months 
or so? -I think so. 
3711. You remember the cleaning of the pictures in 1846? - Yes. 
3712. After the year 1846, when-those pictures were cleaned, what was 
the state of the public feeling with regard to their state;, did the public 
think them improved, or the reverse? - The outcry happened almost immediately 
after they were cleaned, but I think everybody will now allow that they are 
better for their cleaning. 
3713. How soon did they recover their tone? -I do not know. 
3714. In six months or a year? -I should say probably more. 
3715. You argue from the pictures of 1846 to the pictures of 1852? - 
Yes. 
3716. And you consider that the experience you have had of the 
pictures that were cleaned in 1846 and 1852 justifies you in giving that 
opinion in regard to those pictures? - Yes. 
3717. Chairmaß7 So far as you describe the varnish as aiding and 
contributing to confer a mellow tone, do you not think it desirable that 
the cleaner, in removing the varnish, should leave a lower coat or film over 
the surface of the original master's touch in order to preserve that tone? - 
I think it would require the greatest care; and if it were my own picture 
I think I should stop them if there was no dirt on it, or anything that 
really injured the surface of the paint. 
............................ 
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3718. There generally is a very small portion of dirt even in the 
lower part; does not that assist to preserve the mellowness? - Not dirt, I think. 
3719. Are you of opinion that any lower portion of the varnish has 
been left upon the Queen of Sheba? - No, I think it has been entirely 
removed, and I think it might to done with safety in the pictures of Claude. 
3720. Do you think that in that respect the picture has been benefitted 
or injured? -I think it has been benefitted, certainly. 
3721. Are you aware that Mr. Seguier stated in his evidence that he had 
not removed the whole, but that he had left a coat of varnish over the whole 
surface of the Queen of Sheba? -I was not aware of it; it may have been so 
but it appeared to me to be so very pure and bright that I thought everythir3 
had been removed. 
3722. From your observation of the picture, you would suppose that 
Mr. Seguier was mistaken in believing that he had left a coat of varnish? - My opinion was that he had gone down to the colour. 
3723. Are you of opinion that he has removed the entire coat of varnish 
from all the other pictures? - Yes; I think. so. 
3724. Have you observed any old repairs in the Queen of Sheba Claude? 
-. No, I think not; at the same time I should say there have been occasional 
repairs and cleanings going on previously, that have become now more apparent 
since the last old varnish has been taken off. 
3725. Have you ever reflected on any mode in which pictures generally 
might be preserved in a'clean state, without being being stripped and re- 
' rnished, which seems to be the process commonlyadopted in the gallery? - In the collection of pictures which Lord Lansdowne has of mine, and which 
were painted a long while ago, I have used pea-meal; I have washed them with 
pea-meal, and after they have been thoroughly, dired, I have used a little 
varnish to them; that was about three years agö; 'but there is no analogy 
between a modern picture and an old one, as far as cleaning is concerned. 
3726. Do you think that operation, if repeated from time to time or 
from period to period, might preserve the pictures, without the necessity 
of their undergoing the greater process of cleaning? -I think so; but it depends upon the state in which the pictures are. Pictures that have been 
painted for so many years, as these Claudes and Poussins have, are very 
different from modern pictures. Knowing myself the parts of the pictures 
that had been glazed and the parts that had been stumbled, and applying my 
own knowledge of my own works, I used greater care in certain portions of 
the pictures than in other parts, for instance, in the rigging of vessels, 
and so on; and if any t was removed by myself, it was re-painted. 
3727. Mr. Ewrartý you know whether Turner coincides with you in 
considering that time gives a value to his paintings? -I think so, though 
certainly brightness was his great forte, and what he aimed at more than 
anything else in his latter exhibition pictures. 
3728. Still he considered that in the process of time a desirable degree 
of tone would be given to his pictures? - Yes, I think so. I think you have 
a glorious example in the National Gallery in the Rise of Carthage, with the 
exception of the sky; I cannot make out the sky being so yellow; probably 
some change has taken place-in it. 
3729. Mr. Marshal? Do you observe that the pictures in the National 
Gallery get dirty sooner than the pictures in any other collections you know? 
-I think so, and most naturally. ' 
3730. Would you say that you have observed carefully and accurately 
that the pictures in the National Gallery get dirty sooner than they do in 
any other collection which you remember for the last 10 or 12 years? - Yes, 
and I think most naturally so, from their exposure to dirt and dust; on 
public days there is a cloud of dust. 
5: 4. 
3731. C Have you observed-a very great change in their 
appearance, as to cleanliness, since you recollect them first? - Yea. 
3732. A greater change than you have observed in other galleries? 
- Yes, particularly the. Canaletti which was Lord Farnborough's.. I remember 
that picture well. I lived in the house with it for a long time, and know 
it very well; and I fancy there would have been no occasion to clean it if 




A. James Field Stanfield 
B. Rebecca Adcock 
C. Clarkson Stanfield 
Asterisk indicates order of birth uncertain; '? ' indicates 
information uncertain; (bur) indicates date of burial 
A. James Field Stanfield 
b. 1749, Dublin 
m (1) at St Gregory's, Cheltenham, 25 Oct 1785 to 
Mary Hoad, actress (b.? d. ll Jan 1801, Morpeth) and had issue 
1. * James George, seaman, b.? 1787, m Ellen - d. 6 Feb 1853 
Birmingham. 
2. * another child. 
3. * ? "Jemima"t actress 
4. * Mary, actress, b. before 1793, m. -- Cuthbert (? ) 
and had issue (living in 1875), d. before 1858 
5. CLMIXSON 
m (2) at Morpeth, 29 Oct 1801 to Maria Field gell, actress, (b. 
at Stratford on Avon, d. 17 Sept 1816, Edinburgh) and had issue 
1. Maria Theresa, b. 30 Dec 1802, Dunbar; actress, who 
in. in 1836 John William Blackburn, a3licitor and 
H. M. Coroner for Leeds (1805-65) and had issue 
1. John William. 
2. a son. 
3. Arthur William.: 
4. Maria Field,, eldest dau., b.?; m. George Clarkson 
Stanfield, d.? 1884, Thanet. 
5. * Isabella Harvey, in. Thomas Jessop FRCS. 
6. * Vernon. 
2. William James, scene-painter, b. 1804, d. (bur) 10 Feb 
1827, Lambeth-. 
3. Charlotte Field, b. 30 March 1809, m.?, d. before 1858 




d. 9 May 1824 
B. Colin Campbell of Auchinbrech(? 7th bart., d. 1815) in. Henrietta --- 
and had issue including 
Mary Montford (d. 4= W , Londonj m. Charles Robert Adcock, 
actor and had issue 
1. Angelica Harriet, dancer, b. 1804/5 d. immarried 
16 April 1858, Edinburgh. 
2. * George, engraver. 
3. * BEBECCA, actress, b. 1807/8 M. Clarkson Stanfield, 
d. 12 June 1875, Hampstead. 
'I 
'-. 
C. CIARIG9CK STANFI D (original given names, Clarkson Frederick or 
Frederick Clarkson Field). 
'b. 3 Dec. 1793, Sunderland. 
m (1) at St Dunstan's, Stepney, 20 July 1818 to Mary Hutchinson, 
actress (b. 1798/9, d. (bur) 29 Nov 1821, Iambeth) and had issue 
1. Clarkson William (? a clerk) b. 25 July 1819, d. 24 Jan 
1853, Mornington Pl., London. 
2. Mary Elizabeth, b. 31 Oct 1821, m. 2 Sept 1847 to 
John Hadwen Wheelwright, artist; -no known issue; 
d. 16 May 1854, Auteuil, Paris. 
m (2) in Southwark, 1824/25 to Rebecca Adcock and bad issue 
1. Henry James Field, b.? 1826, d. 7 Feb 1838, Hastings. 
2. George Clarkson, artist; b. 1 May 1828, m. at Leeds on 
17 Aug 1854 to Maria Field Blackburn, his cousin, 
and bad issue 
1*. Clarkson. 
2*.. George. - 
3'. John, d. 31 July 1858 "infant". 
d. 22 March 1878, Hampstead. 
3. James Field, b. 1 Aug 1830. Emigrated to Buenos Aires 
and became partner in the firm "Semple and Stanfield"; 
m-1854 . 
there to Marian Fermina Yeates; numerous issue; 
d. of yellow fever 8 March 1871. 
4. John Campbell, b. 1831-35, d?. The "black sheep"; 
disappeared* to Canada or Australia and still abroad 
in 1870. Said to have returned to England with an 
acting troupe,. "The Stanfield Merrymakers". 
5. Francis, R. C. priest and hymnodist, b. 5 Nov 1835, J. 12. 
, May 1914. 
6. Harriet Theresa, b. 9 April 1837; m. 7 Jan 1861 to 
William Henry Gunning Bagshawe Q. C. and Judge 
(1825-1901); numerous issue; d. 2B Dec 1911. 
7. Raymund,. R. C, priest, b. l Sept 1841, d. 19 Sept 1918. 
8. Rebecca, ? dates, d. unmarried. 
9. Field, clerk in Money Order Office of the G. P. O.; 
b. 13 March 1844, m. 1872 to Mary Ann Rymer and bad 
issue 
1. Henrietta Campbell, b. 1873 m. Joseph Arthur 
Hugh Walton, selicitor (1873-19k8) and bad 
issue; d. 9 Dec 1951. 
d. 20 Dec 1905. 
10. Edward Herbert, b. 1845; clerk in Liverpool and London 
Insurance C o. 1867/68; m. c. 1869 to Theresa Lund 
(d. 1 March 1936) and had issue; d. 9 Oct 1931. - 
d. 18 May 1867, Hampstead. 
Sources; 
. _-Stanfield 
Papers (various); Roberts and Corder MSS; "parish 
(VI A-C) registers; General Register Office; obituary notices, 






1. Manuscript and related material, 
(* indicates unpublished transcript or photocopy) 
Stanfield Papers. 
A collection, given this name here, 'gs, thered_by Field Stanfield for the 
purpose of writing his father's life and held by his descendants. The 
papers consist largely of correspondence; '(1) from James Field Stanfield 
to his family, 1790-1817; (2) to JFS from cointemporaries, 1793-1820; 
(3) from Mary Stanfield to Clarkson Stanfield, 1811-18; (k) from CS 
to his family, particularly his second wife, Rebeeca, principally 
1813-58 with some later drafts to children and friends; (5) to CS from 
contemporaries and friends with same, correspondence between third 
parties, 1812-67; (6) letters to CS concerning work for the Highgate 
and East London Theatres and his draft contract with the latter, 1817. 
Items of special note included are, Field Stanfield's unfinished MS 
memoir of his father (to 1824; 24 ff. )-and the-letter from C. Cuthbert to 
W. H. G. Bagsbawe (28th Oct, 1875) giving details of Stanfield's early 
life, (see Ch. 1). 
Though not strictly manuscript, the rest of the, papers may be noted 
her. There is a small group of Stanfield sketchbooks, of which the 
two "China sketchbooks" 1815-c. 1820 and, the "Windsor sketchbook" 
1828=32 referred to, are the most important. 'Of three loose drawings 
in the collection only that illustrated, of John Forster as Charles. is 
of-particular theatrical interest. Stanfield's copies'of his father's 
Essay on Biography and Garbutt's History of Sunderland are also present, 
both being annotated by James Tate with reference to J. F. Stanfield. 
A family scrapbook, compiled by Field Stanfield's daughter (Mrs Walton) 
from c. 1895 has also been of use for its obituary and wedding notices. * 
lastly there is a quantity of miscellaneous correspondence, largely 
Field Stanfield's, prints, cuttings, printed ephemera (inc. two Dickens 
amateur playbills) and a collection of photographs (mostly cartes de 
visits of Stanfield's friends). 
* Author's collection. 
This is a small artificial grouping which consists of about 130 items, 
3. 
mostly Stanfield letters, gathered in photocopy and transcript from 
collections in England and America. A few original letters have been 
obtained by purchase. Most of the material dates from c. 1830 onward 
and is thus of background value rather than a major source for Stanfield's 
theatrical career. Where specific items have been quoted, the location 
of the original documdnt has of course been given. Items of particular 
use. in this class have been Thomas Bell's*NS notes (in the Sunderland 
Library copy of James Stanfield's f iiinea Voyage) ; Stanfield's Drury Lane 
contract (see Appendix III); the E. B. Jupp and J. H. Anderdon collections 
of grangerised Academy catalogues in the R. A. Library and the similar 
set of Anderdon volumes in the BM, (Dept. of Prints and Drawings); 
BL Add. MS--29711 (DL Accts. and-receipts 1812-26) and 46140 f. 65 
(Stantield's contract with Hodgson and Graves for Sketches on the 
Moselle, 1836); also Stanfield letters in possession of Mr John Murray 
(quoted in Ch. 7.1) . 
* Roberts MSS; consisting of his MS memoir (Guildhall Library photocopy, 
BR 613) and transcripts of his correspondence and his daughter's diary 
supplied by Miss Helen Guiterman, (see Acknowledgements). 
* Diaries of E. W. Cooke; transcripts by Mr John Munday (National 
Maritime Museum) from originals in the. possession of Mr Bernard Cooke. 
týýýf 
*Unpublished letters of Charles Dickens made available in transcript 
by Mrs Madeleine House. 
Minute books of the Royal Academy, the Royal Society of British Artists, 
the Trustees of the National Gallery, the Garrick Club and the United 
Services Club. 
Minute books and reports of the Hampstead Conversazione Society, 
1846-50 (Swiss Cottage Reference : Library).. 
Public Record Office. 
: 'Muster books of E Enterprize, Ceres, Namur, Sussex, (12th July 1812 - 
9th. 'Dec. 1814) in ADM/37. 
349. 
Minute books of Greenwich Hospital Board, 1844-55 (AW 67/95-106); 
Greenwich Hospital Board in-letters, 1846-64 (Atz4 65/109-10. 
India Office Records. 
Log and ledger of the HEICS Indus, 1814-15 (I/? 4AR/B 225 F and L); 
log and ledger of the HE ICS Warley 1815-16 (I+/MAR/B 182 K and V). 
Also duplicate log of the Warley (National Maritime Museum, DUD 15) 
Parish Records. 
Marriage register of St Gregory's, Cheltenham, 1785, (at Cheltenham). 
Marriage register of St Dunstan's, Stepney, 1818; registers of 
St Mary's, Lambeth, 1818-27; register of baptisms of St Martin's-in 
the Fields, 1828-30 (all in GIC archives). 
Register of baptisms of St Mary's R. C. Chapel, Hampstead, 1846. 
General Register Office; births, deaths and wills. 
Secondary MS Sources. 
James Corder MS indexes to the Sunderland parish registers (Sunderland 
Library). 
The scenic notes of W. J. Iawrence; eleven MS and typewritten volumes 
(no. 6 in two parts), containing approximately 2909 pages, of notes and 
extracts on the history of scenic decoration and stage craft; (referred 
to here as "Bristol Notebooks"). 
2. Printed ephemera, 
(playbills, cuttings, extracts, etc. ) 
The scattered nature of these sources makes it impractical to give more 
than'the general location of collections and items used. 
ry 
Specific items 
are detailed in the footnotes and Appendices; abbreviations used below, 
are as in the text. 
Sub ect 
(1)Provincial Theatres: - 
Alnwick 
Birmingham, Theatre Royal 
Darlington 
Sources - 
PBS BL 270 
Birmingham City Ref. Lib.; PP 
and material -in the Lee-Crowder 
collection, (principally documents), 





Edinburgh, Theatre Royal 




Liverpool, Olympic Circus 
Manchester, Minor Theatre (Spring 
Gdns) 





Sunderland, Phoenix Ball 
York 
3 ouroes 
PBs York Minster Lib. 
PBs Durham Univ. Lib; PB John Johnson 
Coll., Bodleian Lib. 
PBs BL 315; PBs Edinburgh Public 
Lib.; PBs National Lib. of Scotland. 
PBS BL 220,293 
PBs York Minster Lib. 
PBs National Lib. of Scotland 
PB DL 292 
PBs BL 244 
PBS EL 251 
PBs EL 423; PBs Newcastle City Ref. 
Lib. 
PBa BL 285 
PB5 BL 284 
Pss BL 284 
PBs BL 334; PBe Sunderland Lib.; 
PB William Maples Lib., (Masonic). 
PB3 York Minster Ltb. 
(2)London Theatres and exhibitions: -- 
East London Theatre (Royalty) 
a. " _. 
ý PBs and cuttings in TM. Guildhall 
4 
Lib., and Tower Hamlets Lib. 
(Bancroft Road Branch) 
Highgate Theatre PBs and notes in Potter Coll., 
vol. xiv, EM Dept of Prints and 
Drawings. 
Coburg PBs and cuttings, TM . 
Astley's PBs TM and BL, 1701 BL Th. cut's. vol. 37. 
Drury lane' PBs' and cuttings, Th; BL Th. cut's. vol. 40. 
James Winston, A Collection of memoranda, 
documents la bills ... ete relating to Drur-v Lane Theatre 1616-1830, vols. 
f or l 23-25,1 -30 xii-xüJ, (BL; C. 120. h. 1) 
Vauxhall Gdns. Bills BL 377; bills, outtings and 
illustrations in GIG archives. 
Covent Garden PBs and cuttings, TM ,. a Surrey Theatre Me TM and BL 311. 
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Reference to other bills (e. g. English Opera, Adelphi, Olympia) has been 
made in the Theatre Museum collection. All notable ephemera relating to 
non-theatrical panoramas and dioramas (by Stanfield and others) have been 
sighted in the John Johnson Coll., Bodleian Library (mainly Diorama 
Boxes 3 and 4, and Entertainments Box 5). Grainger vol. 2.5.7. in the 
Guildhall Library has provided background information on the Egyptian 
Hall. 
3. nlustrationa. 
Illustrations from single items of ephemera are limited to examples of 
playbills and juvenile dram sheets; for the latter the sources have 
been the Stone Collection (TM) and the Jonathan King Collection (Museum 
of London). 
Sources of. plates used are given with them in vol. 2. Photograph 
collections of particular use in picture research have been those of 
the Witt Library (Courtauld Inst. ). and the National Maritime Museum. 
$. Periodical articles. 
Anonymous authors Historical Sketch of the Rise and Progress 
of Scene-Painting in England in The Libra 
of the Fine Arts, vol. i, May 1831), pp. 321-9. 
Sta Perspective = Ritchie versus Stanfield, 
ibid., vol. i1, Dec. 1831), pp. 374- . 
Dramatic Effects ibid., (tom), vol. i, 
Nov. 1 32 , pp. 
61-6 
and (Peb. 1833), PP. 328-31. 
British School of Livi Painters C . Stanfield Es q. A R. A., -- ibid., ' NS ,. vol. üi, March 
1834), pp. 403-11. 
British Artists, Their Style and Character, with 
Engraved Illustrations, no. xxiv Clarkson 
Stanfield R. A., in The Art Journal (NS),, vol. iii, 
(1857), PP. 137-9" 
.. "., 
"A great painter... " editoria]2lin The Daily 
Telegraph, 22nd May`1867. 
The Late Clarkson Stanfield R. A., in The Builder 
Vol., 25th Meºy ,17, pp. -7" 
Clarkson Stanfield, The Athenaeum, 25th,? y 1867, 
pp. -. 
352. 
Arnott. J. F. 
Blanchard, S. L. 
Boase, T. S. R. 
Booth, Michael R. 
Two Drawings by Alexander Nasmyth, in TN, vol. xiii, 
195 -9 , pp. 18-20. 
Scenery and Scene-Painters, in The Era A1n hack, 
(1871), PP- 3k-7. 
vol. i, . PP. 99-113. 
Boguseh, George E. Clarkson Stanfield LA., Scene-Painter, 
-Artist, Gentleman and Friend in The Quarterly Jnl. of 
S 44 peech vol. lvii, 1970), pp. 2 -55. 
Brommelle, Norman Controvera in 1846, in The Museums Journal, 
vol. ivi, 1957 , PP. 257- . 
Burton, Anthony Forster on the Stage,, in The Dickensian, vol. lxx, 
(1974), pp. - 171-84. 
Cunningham, Peter Sketch of the History of Scene-Painting,, in The 
Builder, vol. xvii, (1859), P"353. 
Dexter, Walter For One Ni ht Only , in The Dickensian, vola. xxxv 
and xxxvi) 1939- 0), see Appendix IV F). 
Dickens, Charles The Late Mr Stanfield, in All the Year Round, 
vol. xvii, ist June 186T, p. 537. 
Dickens, Charles (Jnn) Reminiscences of Father, in The Windsor Magazine, 
vol. ixxxi,. Deo.. 1934 , supplement. 
Dolman, Frederick §cgne-Eginters and Their Art,; in Cassell's Magazine,, 
Nov. 1899, pp. 620-4. 
Penn, W. W. The World of Art; Stanfield and Scene-Painting, in 
The Daily News, 19th Dec. 1900. 
Field, Basil Memories of Ham tead, in The Hampstead Annual, 
1905- , 1905), pp. 158-6477 
Highfill, Phillip H. Edmund Simpson's Talent Raid on E land in 1818, 
in TN, vol. xü, 1957- , pp. 3-91,130-40; 
vol. xiii, (1958-9), 'PP. 7-14. 
Holmes, Martin A Whichelo Dram and Its Derivative, in Tit 
vol. xvii, (1962). pp. l -7. 
Hubbard, E. Hesketh The'Society for the Study of Epic and Pastoral 
Design, in The Old Water Colour Society's Club 
Vol. XIXIV, (1946); pp. 19-31. 
Hughes, Alan The'L ceum Staff; A Victorian Theftrical Organisation, 
in TN, vol. xxviii, 1974 , pp. 11-7. 
Lawrence, W. J. Art inThe Theatre ; Some Famous Scene-Painters, in 
The Magazine of Art,, vol. xi, 1, pp. 41 
A Century-of Scene-Paints , in The Gentleuants Magazine, vol. cclxiv 2 2-94. 1) pp. , , , 
Some Sta Effects their Growth and Histo , ibid., Vol. cclxP 1 , pp. . 
Scene and Scenic Artists , ibid., vol. oolxvi, (1889). pp. 608-14. 
Scottish Scene-Painters in The Art Review, vol. i, 
(1890), PP. 186-8. 
Shipwrecks in English Romantic Painting, in 
Jni. of the Warburg-and Courtauld Institutes, 
vol. xxii, (1959), pp, 332-46* 
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Nelson, A. L. and 
Cross G. B. 
Richardson F. S. 
Rosenfeld, Sybil 
Rosenfeld, Sybil and 
-Croft-Murray, Edward 
With C. R. Leslie R. A., in Temple Bar, vol. cii, 
(1896), pp. 353-697 
Round and About in Old East London, in The East 
London Observer, Ist Jan. 1916. 
Elliston's Productions of Shakespeare, in Theatre 
Survey, vol. ii, (1970). pp. 99-123. 
Robert William Elliston's Production of Faust, 
1 25, in Theatre Research, vol. xi, 19711, pp. 102-13. 
Das Diorama in K5ln , in Jahrbuch des Kglnischen 
Geschichtsvereins, vol, xlviii, (Cologne 1977), 
pp. 199-217. 
Aut Caesar Aut Nullust Edmund Kean's Airtielee oý 
A eement, in Nineteenth Century Theatre Research, 
vol. ii,. 1971), pp. 63-73. 
in T 
(197 
A Sadler's Wells Scene Book, in TN, vol. xv, (1960-1) 
PP. 57-629 
The Grieves' Shakes arean'Scene Desimis, in 
Shakespeare Survey, vol. xx, (1967), pp. 107-11- 
A Checklist of Scene-Painters *worklng in 
Great Britain and Ireland in the l 8th Centurv. 
in 'Ir, vol. XZX, ti904-51, pp. o-zv, 49-04, lud-i; 7, 
1335; vol. =, . 
(1965-6). pp. 6-44,69-72" 
Shattuck, Charles H. Macready's Comus, A Prompt Book Study, 'in Jnl. of 
and-Germanic Philol , vol. la, 
(1.71M. - English 
, ... PP. 731-48. 
A Victorian Stage Mann r George Cressall Ellis, 
in TN, vol. xxii, (1967-8), pp. 102-11. 
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ýý 13RI>TOR' t; 
THE LIFE AND THEATRICAL CAREER OF CLARKSON STANFIELD 
Corrections and Additions 
This dissertation having been submitted at Christmas 1978, continued work on 
Stanfield by the author for exhibition purposes in 1979 has revealed sane minor 
errors and omissions in it. These are corrected and supplied as follows: - 
p. 4, para. 2,1.1 For Thomas Bell, read, John Willith Bell (1783-1864) 
see also p. 348. 
p. 8, Map Some appearances by J. F. Stanfield at Whitby have now 
been traced, (see Appendix II). 
P-151 P. 3 For Drury Lane, read, Playhouse Lane; Drury Lane was 
apparently a later name for it. 
p. 34, para. 3 A PB for The Soldiers Daughter, 8th August 1816 
(seen 
in the Harvard Theatre Collection, Sept. 1979) shows 
Stanfield there by that date, viz; "The whole of the 
Proscenium designed and Painted by Mr Stanfield only. " 
p. 48,1.1-2 Mary Hutchinson was performing at the East London in 
Oct. 1817, as also were Harriet and Rebecca Adcock - 
the latter of whom was to become Stanfield's second 
wife (press cuttings; Harvard Th. Coll. TS 318.1). 
P"53,1.2 Westmacott was a journalist - editor of The Age. 
p.. 117, para. 4 For Flying Courser. read, Enchanted Courser. 
P-155, note 1 and Baugh, Backstage in the Theatre ... 
M. A. thesis. 
following. The page references to this are no longer exact, due 
to re-typing of the copies likely to be available. 
p. 172, para. 3)1.6 For Brodie, read, Brodick. 
p. 230,1.3 Rodwell was probably one of the bookselling family 
of Bond Street, not one of the Rodwells of the Adolphi 
Theatre. 
P-230, para. 3,1.5 For Mount St. Michael (Cornwall) and the picture of 
and following. that title, read throughout, St. Michael's Mount. 
p. 241, para. 2,1.10 .» For eye, read, spectator, 
p. 247, para. 2 and The suggestion that Stanfield's work on Comus directly 
following. influenced Prince Albert's adoption of that subject for 
Buckingham Palace is erroneous, based on misreading of 
Lonnie, Landseer, loc cit. The Queen and Prince in fact 
saw the Covent Garden production with scenery by the 
Grieves in 1842. Stanfield however had supplied the 
Queen with two small Italian pictures, Vietri and The 
Convent of Amalfi, in 1840 and these may have influenced 
his choice for the work as well as the circumstances 
otherwise stated. For the Queen's opinion of his con- 
tribution to the Pavilion see below, v. d. Merwe and 
Took (1979) p. 140. 
Corrections and Additions (Clarkson Stanfield) contd. 
APPENDICES 
p. 345 In A (2) 1, Maria Theresa; n. b. she died 24 July 
1858 at Moortown, Leeds. 
In B, 3, Rebecca's exact date of birth was 17 March 
1808. 
p. 346 To George Stanfield's children add; 4. Wilfred, 
b. 1861/2, d. Clermont, Queensland, July 1884. 
In item 3, James Field; for Marian, read, Mary Ann. 
p. 363 For Richards and Thomson's Nineteenth Century English 
Stage, read, Nineteenth Century British Theatre. 
.00000.. 000900000000.00000.000 
For further Pieter van der Merwe and Roger Took, The Spectacular 
information Career of Clarkson Stanfield 
(Tyne and Wear County 
vsee also: - 
Council Museums, Newcastle, 1979). Catalogue of an 
exhibition at Sunderland Museum and Art Gallery, 24 
Aug. -6 Nov. 197 9. 
Pieter van der Merwe, Roger Took and Ingeborg Krueger, 
Clarkson Stanfield. Die erstaunliche Karriere eines 
viktorianischen Malers(Rheinland-Verlag, Köln, 1979), 
Catalogue of an exhibition at the Rheinisches Landes- 
museum, Bonn, 8 June - 22 July. 1979. 
P. T. van der Merwe 
December 1979 
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